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GENERAL PREFACE 


At a time when civilisation is in peril and schemes of 
social reconstruction are in the air, it is wise to know what 
the seers of the past have said on the deeper problems of 
thought and life. The question of the nature and destiny 
of man, the purpose of society, its relation to the individual 
are near and intimate to each one of us. But only a select 
few care to spend the greater part of their lives over them 
and fewer still their whole lives and energies. But these few, 
whatever divergent answers they may seem to have found, 
stand high above ordinary humanity and have struggled to 
heights which have been gradually won for us. Man is a 
teachable animal, and by a sympathetic study of the past 
gropings and stumblings of mankind, he can avoid, though 
not error, at least its repetition. 


In India the problems of philosophy and religion have 
occupied for centuries an important place. While the leaders 
of philosophy have attempted to solve the riddle of existence, 
the teachers of religion have sought to supply us with an ordered 
scheme of life. The story of Indian thought gives us an impor- 
tant chapter, in what Lessing calls, the education of the human 
race. What is noteworthy is not the painful ignorance natural 
to a world over which generations of wild men have swept but 
the attempt to rise out of that ignorance. The greatness of 
the ancient thinkers of India is that they struggled persistently 
and often successfully to discover the spiritual values which 
enlarge the mind and add to the beauty of life. The progress 
of man, it is generally admitted today, is a continuous victory 
of thought over passion, of tolerance over fanaticism, of 
persuasion over force. 


In this series, it is proposed to bring out studies of ancient 
Indian classics and thought by competent scholars who have 
looked at them with new eyes and greater freedom. We are 
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proud that the first volume is by that great scholar Mahama- 
hopadhyaya Dr. Sir Ganganatha Jha. His refined, gentle and 
retiring nature, combined with his wide culture and intense 
seriousness gave us the impression of one who lived the religion 
he professed and this volume by him is a masterpiece of com- 
pleteness, clearity and compression. 


15th April, 1942. 


S.R. 


PREFACE TO THE VOLUME 


The idea of a History of Indian Philosophy first dawned 
upon my mind when I began a study of Madhavicharya’s- 
Sarvadarsanasamgraha in the year 1908. This idea deepened 
when as Curator of the Government Oriental MSS. Library 
at the Deccan College Poona, in 1912, I was called upon to 
make a Descriptive Catalogue of Simkhya and yoga MSS., 
as well as to complete the work of my predecessor in the office, 
Dr. 8. K. Belvalkar, on Nyadya and Vedanta MSS., and to see 
through the press proofs of the Descriptive Catalogue of Veda 
and Brihmana MSS. When he was away on study leave for 
a Doctor’s Degree at Harvard, Dr. Belvalkar in his studies of 
Greek and HKuropean Philosophy at Harvard was also contem- 
plating a similar History of Indian Thought. I was very 
happy to see that our ideas had entirely coincided, and when 
he returned to India at the beginning of the last war, we made 
a scheme of a History of Indian Philosophy and submitted it 
to the Bombay University, under whose patronage two volumes 
have appeared, and a third may appear sometime hence. It 
was apparent, however, after we had spent a number of years 
on this scheme, that the work of a History of Indian Thought 
was a task to be attempted only on a co-operative basis. In 
the meanwhile, works from the pen of Sir 8. Radhakrishnan and 
Dr. 8. N. Das Gupta had already appeared. So, when at the 
First Philosophical Congress at Calcutta Sir 8. Radhakrishnan 
and myself met together in 1925, we formulated a scheme 
for an Encyclopedic History of Indian Philosophy on behalf 
of the Academy of Philosophy and Religion, which had been 
founded in 1924. This scheme received the support of many 
great scholars in and outside India, but there came in the way 
another difficulty, namely, that of adequate financial support 
for such a large undertaking. It was due to this particularly, 
that an adequate fulfilment of the task remained pending. 
One volume of the Series was published years ago; another, 
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though ready, could not be brought out on account of financial 
stringency: but this volume which was first projected on 
behalf of the Encyclopsedic History and which was undertaken 
by the late Dr. Sir Ganganatha Jha is being offered to the world 
to-day. 

2. When Sir 8. Radhakrishnan, the Raja Saheb of 
Aundh, and myself met at Nagpur for the session of the Indian 
Philosophical Congress in 1937, we discussed fully a scheme 
for an Indian Library of Philosophy and Religion. It was 
first decided to offer this series for publication to some European 
Publishers, as that would have given due publicity to the volumes 
in the Series all the world over. The second great World-War, 
however, intervened. In the meanwhile, Sir S. Radhakrishnan 
fortunately accepted the Vice-Chancellorship of the Benares 
Hindu University, and it was decided to publish the Series 
under the egis of the B.H.U. The Academy had projected 
years ago volumes on Indian Philosophy as well as on 
Philosophy of Religion, which it was thought could well be 
incorporated in the scheme of the Library of Indian Philosophy 
and Religion, of which Sir 8S. Radhakrishnan kindly consented 
to be the General Editor. It is no wonder, therefore, that as 
Director of the Academy I should have felt great satisfaction 
in handing over the volumes projected on behalf of the Academy 
to be taken over by the Library of Indian Philosophy and 
Religion, and exclaim as an ancient Seer exclaimed long ago 
“ort wnt fare: sare seotaarare saretcrear.”” Accordingly, 
Dr. Ganganatha Jha’s volume, which was written originally 
for the Encyclopedic History, was offered to this new Series 
as it first publication. Other volumes from the Encyclopedic 
History which might be ready could also be incorporated in 
this new Series, as well as a large number of other volumes on 
Philosophy and Religion in general. A large number of young 
scholars have also come into prominence during the interim, 
and I am sure that the series would prosper exceedingly under 
the editorship of an eminent scholar like Sir 8. Radhakrishnan, 
and under the wings of the B.H.U., Is it too much to hope 
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that donors and Princes who have contributed so much to the 
great buildings in B.H.U. would see that the publication work, 
which, in a sense, is more durable than works in marble, is duly 
endowed, so as to enable the B.H.U. to discharge its supreme 
cultural and spiritual function 2 


3. A tragic interest attaches to the production of this 
volume. It is about three years since this Mimamsa volume 
has been in the printers’ hands, but on account of various 
difficulties, the publication of the volume has been delayed 
so long. Dr. Sir Ganganatha Jha had desired that this volume 
might see the light of day during his lifetime. But it was 
not to be! The main body of the volume was already in print, 
but the Critical Bibliography as well as the Prefaces had to be 
written and printed. The Taj was not built ina day; anda 
monumental work like this is bound to take some time for its 
proper production. I had announced in my preface to Dr. 
Jha’s Vedanta Lectures published by the Allahabad University, 
that a great work from his pen was coming, and that it would be 
the consummation of Panditji’s life-work, and so it has been. 
I do not know that there has been any scholar in the whole 
length and breadth of India who has worked on the Philosophy 
of Mim&imsi so much and so intently as Dr. Sir Ganganatha 
Jha has done. His translations of the Sloka-varttika and 
Tantra-Varttika, as well as Sabarabhasya, have been monu- 
mental. A pinnacle was required to be placed on the edifice 
and the present work, summing up in a philosophical manner 
the teachings of the great Mimarnsaka philosophers, supplied 
the much needed desideratum. It is no exaggeration to say 
that if reincarnation may be regarded as valid, Dr. Ganganatha 
Jha might be taken to be an avatdra of Kumiarila. His Doctorate 
thesis was on Prabhakara no doubt, but the consummation, 
of his life’s work was in the exposition of the philosophy to 
Kumirila, which bas not been attempted by anybody hitherto. 
Like Kumirila, Sir Ganganatha Jha left his mortal body on the 
banks of the Ganges at Prayaga. To me personally, as it 
was to many an eminent Doctor, it was a wonderful sight to 
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see the Panditji sitting up in a Yogic posture throughout the 
entire last month of his life without pause. It was a feat 
which could be accomplished by rarely any person during the 
last stages of his life. When Dr. Umesha Mishra and myself 
had been to pay our respects to the Revered Panditji just six 
hours before he passed away—alas! we did not know that 
it was our final visit to him, nor that it was the final visit that 
he granted consciously to anybody—he appeared to us, and 
we shall long cherish the impression, that he was a “lion among 
philosophers”’, roused from his Samddhic slumber and speaking 
consciously to us. The mainstay of his final programme must 
have been the powerful support which he received from his 
moral and spiritual life, led continuously through a period 
of more than seventy years. Like Kumirila, he was the great 
connecting link between Mimimsa and Vedanta. Born in 
Videha, there is no doubt that he must have reached Mukti of 
the Videha type ! 


4. It was a noble act on the part of the Raja Saheb 
of Aundh to have contributed to the publication of this volume 
Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, B.A., knows the value 
of such a work more than almost any other Prince. The powerful 
support which he gave to the work of the Academy has enabled 
it to endures long, while his final gift to the Academy, and, 
through it to the Library of Indian Philosophy and Religion, 
has been the endowment for this volume. Leading a life of 
absolute self-abnegation, with every pie of his hard-earned 
money devoted to sublime causes, with a rare interest in works 
of Art of which his Acropolitan Museum at Aundh will remain 
a standing example for generations to come, with the princely 
donations which he has given to the cause of Indian Literature, 
History and Culture, with a rare love for his subjects and their 
constitutional welfare, Shrimant Raja Saheb of Aundh stands 
out as a prominent personality among the Princes, the sum 
total of whose achievements within the gamut of his finance 
is hard to achieve by any other Prince similarly situated. I 
am sure that Shrimant Balasaheb has laid the philosophic 
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world under very deep obligation by his gift for the publication 
of this volume. 


5. To Pandit Amaranatha Jha, I am indebted in the 
publication of this volume more than I can say. From the 
very inception of the idea of the publication, his help in the 
matter has been immense. I have to thank him for having 
kindly consented to my request to write an Introductory 
Note to this volume. If the revered Panditji had been living, 
no doubt he would have done it himself, as he did in the case 
of the Allahabad University publication of his. Vedinta Lectures. 
Nevertheless, as an ancient Indian adage would have it, 
“areat 4 gaara” has a great truth underlying it, and it is 
only in the fitness of things that a person so highly situated as 
Pandit Amaranatha Jha, so filial, so devoted and so reverential 
to his father’s lifework, should represent the Panditji in a 
personal Introductory Note to this volume. Pandit Ksetresha 
Chandra Chattopadhyaya has been the primum movens of this 
publication. Had it not been for him, it would not have been 
possible to arrange so adequately for the printing of this difficult 
work, and it would be hard to exaggerate the very keen in- 
terest which he has taken throughout the whole course of its 
publication. Dr. Umesh Mishra, like a loyal pupil and Teacher’s 
son of the Panditji, has at least partly paid his debt to his 
Teacher by the Critical Bibliographical Note which he has 
written for the volume, and the framework of which Panditji 
had seen and approved of during his life-time. Dr. Umesha 
Mishra’s reference to the Maharashtra Pandit Gagabhatta, the 
Coronation Pre-ceptor of Shivaji, who completed the Sloka- 
varttika of Kumirila, would please all Maharashtra scholars 
not a little. The Indian Press have accomplished this task in 
the entire spirit of a labour of love. They have never looked 
at this publication from the business point of view. They 
understood the greatness of this work of the revered Panditji, 
and they have given us of their best in the production of 
this volume. A work like this represents, in true Mimamsa 
style, a great work of Sacrifice. Different Ritaviks, representing 
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different functions, are required for the completion of such a 
Sacrifice ; and to all the above our deepest thanks are due for 
the consummation of the Avabhritha ceremony which has thus 
been reached through their combined and devout assistance. 


Allahabad, R. D. RANnape. 
17th March, 1942. 


INTRODUCTORY NOTE 


It is Professor Ranade’s wish that I should write a few 
introductory words. I had the privilege of collaborating with 
my father in his revised translation of the Kdvyaprakasha 
and in the edition of the poet Chandra’s Maheshavant. Unfor- 
tunately, my own leanings have always been for literature 
and drama, and my philosophical attainments, in spite of the 
valuable opportunities I had at home, are nil. I cannot, 
therefore, say anything useful about this work. But as a 
child I remember the daily labours of my father both at home 
and at the residence of Mahamahopadhyaya Pandit Chitradhara 
Mishra. I remember the care with which he used to correct 
the proofs of the Tantra-varttika and Shlokavaritika as they 
came from the Asiatic Society of Bengal. Indeed, I cannot 
recall any time when he was not reading or writing. At College 
he had to teach, unaided, all the six classes, from the Inter- 
mediate to the M.A. ; he had to work at Boards and Committees, 
Senate and Syndicate ; at Benares he had heavy administrative 
duties as Principal of the Sanskrit College, Superintendent of 
Sanskrit Studies, and Registrar ; on coming back to Allahabad, 
he had charge of the reorganised University, which for five 
years controlled the affiliated colleges also; he was head of a 
large family ; towards the closing days of his life, he suffered 
several domestic bereavements. But during the entire period 
of forty years, over which I can look back, I do not remember 
a single day when he was without his books and when he was 
not engaged in literary work. And it was not all philosophical 
work. He contributed regularly to the Leader “Musings of an 
Idler’, in which he discussed almost every topic under the sun, 
religious, educational, social, political. As a member of the 
Council of State, he took a leading part in its deliberations. 
He delivered several Convocation Addresses. He delivered 
presidential addresses at the Oriental Conference and the 
Philosophical Congress. He delivered a series of lectures on 
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Poetry for the Hindustani Academy, and a series of Hindi 
lectures for the Patna University. The only light reading he 
indulged in for relaxation was in biographical literature. We. 
who were so much younger and had more energy, marvelled at 
his industry and his versatility. In his last days he was anxious 
that his work on Mimaimsa should appear early ; he was anxious 
about the Introduction which he had undertaken to contribute 
to his revised translation of the Chhaindogya Upanishad ; he 
was anxious to correct the last portions of the proofs of the 
Vivddachintamani, which he had translated for the “Gaekwad 
Oriental Series”. He had no other anxieties. He was ready 
and willing to depart. It is the pious privilege of the survivors 
to see to the publication of the last works which, despite feeble 
health and failing sight, he had completed. 


December 10, 1941. AMARANATHA JHA. 


ee a —————— 
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Appendix Critical Bibliography (Mimamsakusumanjali) 


att: 
CHAPTER I 


INTRODUCTORY AND BIBLIOGRAPHICAL 
Students of Indian Literature have long been conversant with the 
term ‘Sad-darshana,’ ‘Six Systems of Philosophy’. One cannot however 


fail to observe that this is a misnomer. It is true it is an old term; we 
read, for instance, in the Mahanirvina-tantra— 


wearer fea: wera 1 
Tas 7 of TETAfaaa: u 

Even here however the ‘Six Systems’ are spoken of somewhat vaguely 
and. deprecatingly. 

Though the expression has the sanction of long usage behind it, it 
appears to have been not known in ancient times. This is clear from the 
fact that in the enunciation of the various branches of literature which 
a seeker after truth was advised to study, there is no mention of the ‘six 
darshanas’ ; and also it does not occur in the list of the several ‘widydastha- 
nas’, subjects of learning, provided by the Ancients. For instance, (1) we 
have the following list in the Chhandogya Upanisad (7.1.2)— 

prec The Rgveda, the Yajurveda, the Samaveda, the Atharvana, 
the Itihasa-Purana, the Veda of the Vedas, the Rites of the Fathers, 
Mathematics, Science of Portents, Science of Time, Logic, Ethics and Politics, 
Etymology, Science of the Veda, Science of Elementals, Science of War, 
Astronomy, Snake-charming and Fine Arts’. 


(2) Yajfiavalkya in his Smrti provides the following list of subjects 


Ararat fatrae1 
Ser: carafa frarat water a ATT 
where we find nat eee | only ‘Nyayw and ‘Mtmamsa’, standing respectively 
for Reasoning and Investigation. 
(3) The Great Vachaspati Mishra (ninth century A.C.) is known to 
have written important works on all the Darshanas ; he himself enumerates 


of learning— 


his works as— 

ara ferent aera aaah: 

arora arse ata ® Aart” Faas: 1 
where we do not find the mention of the regular ‘Six Systems’, 


2 Pairva-Mimamsa in its Sources 


(4) Rajashekhara-Kavyamimasa (tenth century A.C.) speaks of 
‘Vanmaya’, Literature, as consisting of Purana, Anviksiki, Mimamsa and 
Smrtitanira ; where we miss the names of Saikhya, Yoga, Vedanta and 
Vaishésika. 

(5) Jayanta-Bhatta in his Nydyamafijari (tenth century A.C.) speaks 
of ‘Sat-tarki, ‘the Six Theories’ ; but includes under the name, Miméimsa, 
Nyaya, Sankhya, Arhata, Bauddha and Charvaka, The names of ‘Vedanta,’ 
‘Yoga’, ‘Vaishésika’ are absent here. 

(6) Vishvasaratantra-Gurugita (twelfth century A.C.) speaks of the 
‘Six Systems’, as those of Gautama, Kanada, Kapila, Patatijali, Vyasa and 
Jaimini Here alone we find the well-known ‘Six darshanas’. 


(1) Haribhadra Siri (twelfth century A.C.) mentions the following— 
Bauddha, Naiydyika, Sarkhya, Jaina, Vaishesika and Jaimini ; here we 
miss the names of ‘Vedanta’ and ‘Yoga’. 

(8) Jinadatta Sari (thirteenth century A.C.) names the following— 
“Six darshanas’—Jaina, Mimamsa, Bauddha, Sarkhya, Shaiva and Nastika ; 
here we miss the names of Nydya, Vaishesika, Vedanta and Yoga. 


(9) Rajashekhara Sari (1348 A.C.) names Jaina, Sankhya, Jaiminiya, 
Yoga, Vaishésika and Saugata. Here we do not find the names of, Vedanta 
and Nyaya. 

(10) Mallinatha’s son (fourteenth century A.C.) speaks of Papini, 
Jaimini, Vyasa, Kapila, Aksapada and Kandda ; here we miss the Yoga. 


Thus we find that till so late as the fourteenth century the name 
“Sad-darshana’, ‘Six Systems of Philosophy’, had not become stereotyped 
as standing definitely and specifically for the Six Systems now known as 
Sankhya, Yoga, Nydya, Vaishesika, Mimamsé and Vedanta. The old 
division was into the two broad lines mentioned by Yajfavalkya, under 
the names ‘Nydya’ and ‘Mimdms@’, the term ‘Nydya stands for what we 
understand by Reasoning, Argumentation, and ‘Mimams@ for Investigation, 
Deliberation. 


The first step towards both these lay in the preparing of the ground 
for investigation ; and it was necessary at the outset to lay down the ‘means’ 
that are available to the investigator for ‘knowing’ things ; this was essential 
for all sound and valid ‘knowledge’, which was the sole purpose of all Inves- 
tigation. Thus it was that ‘Nyaya’, ‘Reasoning’, came in as the first 
essential; and this is the reason why the consideration of the Means of 
Knowledge, Pramamas, became the starting point of our philosophical 
works, t 


| 
| 
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From the earliest times, man has made a distinction between Matter— 
regarded, roughly, as what is tangible,—and Spirit—what is not tangible. 
Man has all along recognised this distinction between the ‘visible,’ which 
meets the Hye, and the ‘invisible’, which is beyond the reach of the senses 
and is yet felt to be there. This well-recognised distinction we find stressed 
in the system which we know as the ‘Sdnkhya’. Tn the other group known 
as the Nydaya, we find expounded in detail the means and methods for the 
ascertaining of the real nature of things, both material and spiritual ; this 
expounding is done on the basis of common-sense, and the aid of superna- 
tural means of knowledge is not emphasised. The third group known as 
‘Mimamsa, deals entirely with spiritual truths, which are not amenable 
to any ordinary means of knowledge—being cognisable only through the 
Reliable Word, Revelation. 

It is not easy to find proper justification for the later rigid division 
into the ‘Six Systems’, These ‘Six Systems’ have been held to be—(1) 
Saikhya, (2) Yoga, (3) Nydya, (4) Vaishésika, (5) Mimamsa, and (6) Vedanta. 
As a matter of fact, however, there is ample justification for the view that 
we have only three ‘systems’. and each of these three is presented to us in 
the form of a pair ; each member of the pair being complementary to the 
other. 

For instance, Sarkhya and Yoga form one pair; the theoretical 
philosophy is supplied by the former and the practical method of realising 
these philosophical truths are taught by the latter. It is for this reason 
that in the older literature, both of these have been called ‘Sankhyw ; and 
it was only later on, when people began to prefer analysis to synthesis, that 
the former came to be known as ‘the Sarkhya without God’, and the letter, 
as ‘Sankhya with God ;, the postulating of the ‘Ishwara,’ Lord, God, being 
the important point where the two sister-systems differed ; though it was 
not noted that ‘God’ had no place in the philosophy of the Yoga—He being 
posited there only as the object of devotion and meditation, leading up to 
final Samadhi, Absolute Communion.—The Nydya and the Vatshesika 
form the second pair; though the case of thése two is somewhat different 
from that of Sarkhya and Yoga. The sdtras of both Nyaya and Vaishésika 
contain ‘philosophical’ matter ; though even here much of the philosophical 
matter has been taken for granted by the Nydya, as expounded in the 
sister-system ; the Nyaya-bhdsya has clearly declared that such of the Vaishe- 
sika doctrines as have not been actually denied in so many words by the 
Nydya-stitra should be taken to be accepted by the Nyaya—(Nydaya-Bhasya 
on 1.1.4.) That these two systems are mutually complementary is shown by 
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the fact that the avowed aim of the Nyaya-sitras is found to be the pro- 
pounding of a scheme of investigation and discussion regarding philosophical 
truths ; as in their opinion, knowledge acquired otherwise remains shaky 
until it is corroborated by such investigation and discussion. These two sys- 
tems have, since carly times, been coalescing to such 
sometimes difficult to ascertain whether a certain manual written during 
the last two or three centuries is to be classed as ‘Nydya’ or ‘Vaishesika’. 
Lastly as regards the Mimamsa and the Vedénta, there has never been any 
justification. for regarding them as two distinct ‘systems of Philosophy’, 
They have always been, and continue to be, known as ‘Parva’ (Preliminary) 
Mimamsé and ‘Uttara? (Final) Mimamsa. Pirva-Mimamsi—i.e., Mima- 
msa proper—has never claimed to bea “Darshana’, a system of Philosophy. 
In fact, so far as the Sutra is concerned, it does not take cognisance of any 
philosophical topic except that of Pramapa ; and these also are | 
only negatively, to show that Dharma is not 
ordinary Pramanas, Perception and the rest. The commentators have 


introduced such topics as the ‘Soul’ and the ‘Apiirva,’ but only as corollary 


to its main theme of ‘Dharma’, Duty of Man; if there is no Soul and no 


an extent that it is 


brought in 
within the purview of the 


Apiirva, there can be no point in performing 
these have been set forth by the later exponent 
emphasised ; but regarding any detailed jn: 
of this Soul, the older writers have deliberat; 
‘Vedanta’, Says Kumarila at the end of his 


Dharma, one’s Duty ; hence 
8; the Soul has been specially 
vestigation and consideration 
ely referred the enquirer to the 
Atmavada, in the Shickavartika— 


cre Tafreraherremnfaat WITHA TAT | 
Feat wa: amt Aerated 1 
The term ‘N, Gstikyw’ (Atheism) in Indian Philosophy stands for the 


view that ‘there is no Soul, there is no region other than the physical’ 
(vide Nyaya-Bhagya) 


7 Subsequently it came to stand for the view that 
‘there is no God’. 


—The term ‘Vedanta’ originally stood for the Upanigad- 
» the study whereof 


‘Mimamsas’ ; but they always appertained to minor details ; on the mai? 
its ultimate as 2 not arisen any serious controversy. Vedanta proper oe 
ss ction in the Vedic teats 3 and as regards the authority a? 

ese texts, it accepts the conclusions of the sister-syste™ } 
actical purposes, the Vedanta accepts the tenets of the 
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Mimdmsa ; hence the statment by the Vedintin—‘V yavaharé Bhattanayah’. 
[For examples of AMaRATT_g adopted and used by Vedantins see the last Chapter.] 

The above facts also account for the designation of Mimamsa proper 
as ‘Piirva’ and that of Vedanta as ‘Uttara’. For the enquiry into Brahman— 
Brahmajijasa,—which can be carried on only on the basis of Vedic texts,— 
it is essential (a) that the authority and reliability of the Veda should be 
established beyond doubt,—and (6) that certain methods of interpreting 
those test should be elaborated, in order to avoid confusion in the course 
of the study of the vast mass of Vedic material. Both these requirements 
have been met by Mimamsa proper ; and it is on the basis of the Piva, 
Preliminary, Mtmamsé that the Vedantin has raised the edifice of Vedanta 
proper, which, on that account, is called Uttara, Final, Mimamsa. And 
it is interesting to note that on the subject of the nature of the Soul and of 
Final Liberation, Mokga, the final aim of men, there is not much difference 
between the views of the great Mimamsaka (Kumarila, for instance) and 
the Great Veddntin (e.g., Shankara). 


This interrelation and interdependence between the two Mimamsas, 
has been clearly indicated by Shankaracharya, in his Shértraka-bhasya, on 
Siitra 3.3.53. The Adhikarana beginning with this Sutra is meant to estab- 
lish the existence of the Soul as something distinct from the Body. A 
preliminary objection is raised to the effect that “this matter has been 
already dealt with in the very begining of the Shastra, where he Existence 
of the Soul as the Znjoyer of the results of acts has been established”, And 
this objection has been answered by the following statement—‘it is true 
that it has been so established by the Author of the Bhasya (Snabaea), but 
nothing has been said on the point by the Author of the Sttra ; whnls in ths 
Vellanta-Satras under explanation (3.3.53. et seq.), the Author of the sage 
itself has dealt with it directly ; and it is clear that ee Shabara Svami 
has declared in Adhyaya I of his Bhdsya, he has derived from the present 
Vedanta-Sitra itself ; and it is for this reason ones when the Revered Upava- 
rsa (the ‘Vritikdra, of Parva-Mimamsa) found it necessary,—m ge of 
his work on the First, Preliminary, Investigation,—to fee ubeiuomie 
of the Soul, he contented himself by saying that he was going to erplait 
this under the Shariraka (Vedanta-Siitra) ; in the present connection we 


are going to discuss the Existence of the Soul in meer ae une 
acts of worship and mediation, that have been enjome ae Soe be 
are doing this for the purpose of showing that the questio: 


; z Y h 
of the Soul has a bearing upon the entore Shastra—the whole Philosophy 
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(of Mimamsa, with its two parts, Karma or Parva, Mimimsa and 
Uttara Mimamsia)’. 

The words and expressions used in these passages are significant. 
(1) The Purva-Mimamsa has been referred to as ‘Shastrapramukha, Beginu- 
ing of the Shastra’ ;—(2) it is again referred to as ‘Prathama-Tantra, the 
Preliminary Investigation’ ;—(3) the two Mimamsads together have been 
spoken of as ‘Krtsna-Shastra’, ‘the whole Philosophy’. 


The interdependence and interrelation of the two Mimamsas is further 
indicated by the following facts :— 


(*) The immediate purpose of both the Mimamsas was to save the 


Vaidika Dharma from the onslaughts of the Bauddha and other Non-Vaidika 
Dharmas. 


(#) Kumarila holds that the Atman is eternal—different from the 


body, the sense-organs and Buddhi—(Shlokavartika—Atma, 7.) Tt is impe- 
tishable, (Ibid., 147.) 


(wi) Atman is omnipresent—(Tantravartika—Translation, p- 516). 


(iv) Atman is ‘jtinashaktisvabhiva’, (of the nature of consciousness); 
eternal, omnipresent, (Shlokavartika—Atma, 73.) 


(v) Atman is ‘of the nature of pure consciousness’ (T'antravartika— 
Translation, p- 516. Text, p. 381, 1. 5.) 


(vi) As regards the purama-purusdrtha, summum bonum, and its 


attainment, Kumarila’s view is thus summed up—(See Zantravartika— 
Text, pp. 240-241, ° Translation, p- 321). 


(a) Knowledge of dtman helps the Man, as also the sacrificial 
performance, 

(0) Such Vedic texts as—Ya dima apahatapipma vijaro vimptyuh 
wahoke vijighitso’ pipasah satyakimak satyasankalpah 8° 
eesavyaly Sa vijijRasitavyah,—Mantavyo boddhavyah'— 
Atmanamupasita ‘Sa sarvafishca lokéindpanoti tarati shokamat- 
mavit—'Sa yal pitrkimo bhavati sarkalpaderasya pitara- 

samutiisthanti tenga pitrlokamabhisa mpadyate’—‘Sa Khalueva™ 


yo veda, eto. ete’ —There are two kinds of ‘aiins’ attainable bY 


man, Happiness and Final Deliverance (the Highest Good) + 
they are attained by 


by me. means of pure self-knowledge obtained 
Sie aN of Enquiry and Reflection ;—the ‘Highest Good 
eee! absorption into the regions of Brahma’. 


er 
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Though what is said in Shlokavartika (Sambandha-ksepaparihara, 
103-104) as to ‘the knowing of Soul’ not being enjoined ‘for the purpose of 
Final Deliverance’ would appear to be inconsistent with the above from 
Lantravartika,—yet in reality it is not so. The explanation is given by the 
Nydyaratnakara, which says that there are two kinds of ‘self-knowedge’ 
taught in the Upanisads,—one which discriminates the Atman from the 
Body, ete., and the other, which helps in Meditation, ete.—It is the former 
that is spoken of as not leading to ‘Final Deliverance’ ; as its sole purpose 
lies in convincing the man that there is an ever-lasting Entity within him 
for whose sake the sacrifices are to be performed. That this is so is made 
clear by the statement that ‘there is no other result save the attainment of 
Heaven’—This apparently refers to the result of sacrifices. Certainly 
Kumarila cannot be taken as holding that there is no other result save 
Heaven ; in several passages he has spoken of Moksa, The conclusion 
is that Mokga is attained through the second kind of ‘self-knowledge’. 

(viti) To crown all, we have the declaration at the end of Atmavada 
in Shlokavdrtika to the following effect—‘Thus has the author of the Bhasya, 
with a view to refute Atheism, established, by means of reasonings, the 
existence of Atman, : conviction regarding this becomes strengthened by a 
careful study of the Vedanta’. 

Of course one cannot ignore the later controversies that arose between 
the followers of the two teachers: specially in regard to ‘Karmakanda’— 
t.e., the Vedic texts bearing upon the active aspect of Dhkarma,—which the 
later Vedantin insisted upon regarding as almost valueless,—quite unmindful 
of the fact that the Great Acharya has repeatedly asserted that the due 
performance of the said active aspects of Dharma is absolutely essential— 
specially for the purification of the mind, without which no. real Progress 
can be possible towards the attainment of Jana. In fact it was in this 
reconciliation between the two schools of thought that lay the value of 
work of Shankaracharya, in whose system there is scope for both, within 
their own special spheres. The following perch from ae edits 
Bhasya (on Si, 4.1.8.) clarifies the entire viewpoint of Shankaracharya. 


‘We accept as settled the following conclusion :—All acts of a 
Rent obligation—accompanied or not accompanied by Imowledge—whic 


have been performed before the rise of ‘the Ree mer er 
either during the present life or in previous Oe iemin Fie ean 
Means of the extinction of evil dessert obstructing the attammen 


Knowle dge,— and thus become the cause of such attainment, subserving 
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the more immediate causes, such as Shravana, Manana, etc. These Acts 


therefore operate towards the same ultimate result as the Knowledge of 
Brahman’. 


As regards the special field occupied by Mimamsa proper, Jaimint 
in his Sutras has propounded the subject of his enquiry as Dharma (Siitra 
1),—then he sets forth his idea of what Dharma (Duty of Man) is,—where 
we are told that it consists in what has been enjoined in the Veda as conducive 
to welfare (Siitra 2) ;—he then explains why the ordinary means of Cogni- 
tion, Perception, Inference and the rest, cannot be of much use in this 
connection (Siitra 4) ;—and how the Revealed Word can be the only infallible 
guide in this matter (Siitra 5),—and proceeds in the rest of Pada i, to ex- 
plain how and why the ‘Revealed Word’, which is the Veda, is to be accepted 
as an infallible source of knowledge ; —this is followed in the rest of 
Adhyaya 1, by a detailed examination of the question 
of the Veda are to be regarded as actually laying down, enjoining, what 
should be done and what should not be done.—Having thus cleared the 
ground in the first Adhyaya, Jaimini proceeds, in the re 


maining eleven 
adhydyas, to set forth in detail the methods of understanding the import 
of Vedic texts. 


as to what portions 


Tt will be seen that for Jaimini—in fact for al 


1 Indian philosophers,— 
the connotation of the term 


‘Dharma’ is very much wider than that of by 
usual rendering, ‘Religion’ ; it stands for the whole duty of Man, the per!" 
mance of which is conducive to his welfare— 


here, in this world, during present 
life, as also elsewhere, after death, 


Unfortunately for us, the examples that Jaimini and his commentators 
for illustrating the rules of interpretation were all drawn from sacti- 


rituals, Naturally, during their time, every serious student Ue 
muliar with these rituals and hence these were regarded as providing most 
suitable examples, Latterly, 


: however, sacrificial ritual has gradually 
all but disappeared from the life of the Hindus : and this has led to the 
neglect of the Study of the Mimamsa 


made off and on to illustrate the more 


(Nydyas) by means of examples drawn 
the later Hindus ; and we have a numb 
oe Devanitha Thakkura snd Ramakggna among Oe 
ae eg are illustrated by examples drawn from other f¢ ve 
continued to sea along, however these Mimamsa Nydyas on 
matters that eir due influence on other matters,—in fact, 0? ‘ 

are affected by the tight interpretation of authoritative tex 


chose 
ficial 
famili: 


s Le 
Important of Jaimini’s Prine? i 
from the practices current ae 
er of manuals, called ‘Adhikaran” 


“Shastra itself, Attempts ward 
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This has been specially manifested in the domain of Law ; and decisions 
of even modern courts of law have been found to be influenced by these 
Nydyas of Jaimini. One glaring instance of the application—rather misap- 
plication—of one of these is afforded by the judgment of the Privy Council 
which has declared the adoption of an only son to be legal, on the authority 
(misunderstood) of a Mimamsa Nyaya. It is as follows :— 

Gautama has declared—‘One should not give away, nor adopt, an 
only son,—because he serves the purpose of the perpetuation of the line 
of his ancestors.’ This sentence contains two statements—(a) ‘One should 
not adopt, or give away in adoption, an only- son’, and (b) ‘He serves the 
purpose of perpetuating the line’; the latter sentence is meant to provide 
a reason for the prohibition contained in the former statement. In a Bombay 
case, it was argued by an eminent lawyer,—and the argument was ultimately 
accepted by the Privy Council,—that the first statement cannot be manda- 
tory, because an injunction or a prohibition which is sought to be justified 
by reason cannot be mandatory. In support of this view reliance was 
placed upon an adhikarana of the Parva-Mimamsa (Siitra 1.2.27) and the 
case was decided accordingly ; the prohibition was nof mandatory, hence 
the adoption of an only son is not illegal ; ever since this view has prevailed: 
—Even a cursory examination, however, of the Adhikarana concerned will 
show that the legal authorities have entirely misunderstood the Nyaye 
concerned, What the Nydya really stands for is that—‘When a certain 
sentence consists of two statements;—one in the form of an Injunction or 
Prohibition, and another in the form of a reason in Su Dror, Peet 
mandatory force attaches to the latter statement’,—That such is the Nyaya 
as propounded in Mzmamsd can be found out bygeny ore who Shah to 
look into any of the authoritative works on Mimamsa—trom. Shabara 
downwards.—Incidentally it may be pointed out that the lawyers ogee! 
did not take the trouble to find out if there were other texts bearing on 
the question. As a matter of fact, there is at least one other i oe 
prohibits the said adoption—and does not adduce a reason for it. aunaka 


> can -—The man with an only , 
has declared—aagan Ader ‘ : ; ; 
son should carefully avoid the giving away of the son’. (Vide Hindu. Law 


tn Its Sources). 
We a see that there are no ‘Six Systems’ of Mae pea 
"there may be three, but they are all collectively Cal ae ee if 
man. For instance, the Sarkhya teaches men the mg 2 cmacaieey 
between Matter and Spirit, and shows that the latter is the p 


2 


“Si. 10.4.32 and 1 
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of the two, the former only subserving the purposes of the latter :— 

geafaitattad wat sata: saraea—says the Karika. The Yoga 
provides the method duly leading to the realisation of this pre-eminent 
truth ;—the Nydya-Vaishésika provides the ratiocinative factor,—the 
method of proving to the sceptic the correctness of the said distinction 
between Matter and Spriti; and finally, we have the two Mimamsas which 
together lead us on to the realisation of the Highest Truth,—that all is one, 
there is no multiplicity or plurality, which is all purely illusory and so forth. 
The ultimate sanction for this Truth rests in, is provided by, the Revealed 
Word of the Veda, and the exact import of this Word is understood with 
the help of certain broad principles expounded in the Parva-Mimamsa- 
Stitras, ; 


BIBLIOGRAPHY OF THE PURVA-MIMAMSA 


We have seen how and why it was found necessary to evolve a metho- 


dology for understanding the true import of Vedic texts, The earliest 


work that is available to us on this subject is the Sara of Jaimint. 

As regards the date of these Sttras, nothing definite can be known. 
These ancient Sirakaras ate found to be referring to each other ; ¢.g., Ja” 
mini mentions Bidardyana (Mi Si. 1.1.5) and Badarayana mentions Jar 
ining (Brahma-Stitra 3.2.40). All attempts, therefore, that have been made 
to fix the dates, or coin the chronology of these systems have been futile 
and unconvincing, 

This work, as 
but there is a beli 
there are four more 
‘Saitkarga-Kanda’, 
lished at Benares in 
Adhyayas 13, 14, 15 
tary called Bhétta- 


generally known to us, consists of twelve Adhyay4s > 
ef,—which appears to have some foundation,—that 
Adhydyas of the ‘Jaiminiya-Satra’ known as the 
Indeed a work bearing this title was actually pub- 
1894 ; it consists of the Sdtras of Jaimini—said to be 
and 16—along with a comparatively recent commen 
‘Sank eT Chandrika, by one Bhaskara Bhatta, References to 
3.3 He Sia of Jaimini are found in Ramanuja’s Shai-bhasye wi 2 
one at this “Sankarsa-Kanda’ or simply ‘Sankarga’ as he calls it, bs 
ented upon by Shabara is clear from the Shabara; Bhasya itself ; u>°™ 
and ‘Safin sean the Bhasya contains the words ‘Sankarsé soa 
Rinkinaitang et On looking into the Satras as printed 12 age 
10.4.39) ae we find that the first point of Shabara’s reference ve 
a sei 8 under Sitra 14.4.20 of the Sankarsa, where we meet os 
Teference are R ‘atxaTy and the words of Shabara UW 


Teer areaferfefe TET TTT |. The second point 
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of reference, however, is not equally clear. The words of Shabara (under 
12.2.11) are—siteearat aagrarat at qari age aeafs. In the San. 
karsa-Kanda, the only passage relevant to this appears to be under 131.11. 
But the identity of these two is not quite clear. There is a manuscript of 
the Sarkarsa-Kanda in the Adyar Library—with the Bhasya of Devasvami. 

Anyway, this printed Sarkarsa-Kanda does not appear to bear any 
signs of being the SqTaATHis, ‘Section of Veda dealing with Worship and 
Devotion’, which the Editor, the late Maha. P. Ramamishra Shastri, calls 
it in the footnotes at the end of his edition of the Shastradipika ; wherein 
he quotes Ramdnuja’s assertion regarding Jaimini’s Sitra consisting of 
sivteen Adhydyas ; the four concluding ones apparently constituting the 
said gqTearHis. From the clear reference to the aneafaftaveag noted 
above, the printed gaqais, would appear to be the #¥ mentioned by 
Shabara, and the additional four Adhyayas of Jaimini, mentioned by Rama- 
nuja, must be totally different from the datats,—if it deals, as P. Rama- 
mishra says it does, with the SaRarais. 

In fact, the printed commentary declares at the very outset as follows : 
“In the foregoing twelve discourses the sage has expounded a few principles 
of interpretation, based upon the distinction of acts into ‘Primary’ and 
‘Secondary ;’ the following four discourses are going to bring together a 
few stray Vedic texts and determine their exact meaning by means of the 
same principles ; hence (7.e., because these deal with stray texts), there is 
no need here to point out the contextual connection of each topic with 
what has preceded it’’.—Of the Sdtras, however, the printed commentary 
provides the Pratikas, the opening words, only. 

An attempt might be made to obtain some idea of the contents of 
these four Discourses with the help of the printed commentary and also 


the older commentary by Dévasvami, a manuscript of which has been 
obtained from Madras, with the help of Dr. C. Kunhan Raja,—only if we 


could fix the text of the Sutras also. 

Grantha-Prakashaka-Samiti of Poona is advertising 
‘Siddhanta-bhasya (Sankarsa-Kanda)’. 
s the commentary by Dévaswami. 


The Mimamsa- 
the publication of what it calls the 
—On enquiry we learn that this also ii 


= ‘Dvadashalaksanv’ —of these Sdtras 
hyayas—styled ‘Doadas Say 
Tg me Aah writers ; the oldest of these known to us— 


o by a detailed exposition of his views by Shabara, 
lly spoken of by Shabara (and also 


were commented upon by 
but by name only—and als ! 
—is Upavarga, who has been reverentia 
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: , as 
by Shankaracharya) as ‘Bhagavan Upavarsah’. This — a a 
. ‘ i ‘Vritikara’, whose views have ; 
been generally identified with the ‘Vy ve been raised in 
forth in detail in the Shabdra-Bhasya ; though doubts have = so far only 
regard to this identification.—Other commentators, known to ie “ ater: 
by name, as mentioned in some of the more important a, = + hs 
Bhartrmitra ; mentioned by the Nyayaratnakra of Parthasarathi i beer 
Eashika of Suchorita Mishra, on verse 10 of the Shlokavartika, and be ‘a ra 
by my late revered tutor Mahamahopadhyiya Pandit Chitradhara M i 
of Darbhanga, to be the earliest commentator on the Sdtras i—(2) Bhavadase : 
Mentioned by Kumarila in Sholkavartika 1.63 ;—(3) Hari, referred ei 
the Shastradipika of Parthasarathi under 10.2.59-60.—These, anise 
are known only by their names ; the earliest commentary that has “ ; 
available to us so far is that by Shabara or Shabara-svamin, known to th 


. Thasatirel 
world as ‘Shabara-bhagyc’. This is the work on which the entire literatut 
of Pirva-Mimamsa is based. 


Shabara-svamin is known among Pandits as a senior contemporary 
of the great, ‘Vikramaditya’, the founder of the 


believed as having lived in 57 B.C. Indeed the 
speaks of Shabara as the father of Vikramaditya 


eC 

‘Samvat’ era, and a 
ich 

y quote a Shloka whic 


Here the persons spoken of as sons of Shabara are—(7) Varahamthe®, 
the great astronomer, from his Brahmana-wife, (2) King Bhartrhary 2” 4 
(3) King Vikrama, from his Kshattriya-wife, (4) Harichandra, the gre™ 

Vaidya and (5) Shanku, the learned, from his Vaishya-wife, and (6) Amar 
from his Shadra-wife, The date of the astronomer Varahmihira, howev’™ 
has been fixed by scholars to be somewhere in the fourth century Ae 
Vidyapati Thakkura, in his Purusapariksa, Speaks of Shabara as the bab, 
of Vikramaditya.—The name ‘Vikramaditya’ continues to be alrouder 

mystery. The only conclusion, therefore, that we can come to 8 4 Fs 
Shabara lived before 400 ALD. ‘This would fit in with his posteriority 


2 Rae so 1 
Bhagavan Upavarsa’—whose date is believed to be pre-Christian,- “ait 
Priority to Prabhakara, Kumarila, Mandana and Shankara.—Under sat’ 
6.1.12, Shabara has quo 


ted the well-known text wraf! zTqqa jot 
$ r 
in Manusmyti ; this would make Shabara poste 


a Wag which occurs 
to the Great Law-giver 
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Vidyapati has spoken of Shabara as the ‘Gurw of Vikramaditya ; 
this would make him a resident of Ujjain. But from certain points gleaned 
from the Bhasya, he appears to belong to the North—Kashmir, or even 
Taksashila—[Vide Intro. to English Translation of Shabara-Bhasya by 
Ganginitha Jha—Gaekwad Series, Baroda.] 


Tt is this Shabara-Bhasya that has formed the basis and starting- 
point for all later Mtmamsa works ; well might Shabara, therefore, be regarded 
as the ‘Father’ of Mimamsd-literature ; he it was who seems to have syste- 
matised and co-ordinated the Sutras into Adhikaranas ; we have to accept 
this as a settled fact, at least until we have discovered the earlier commen- 
taries on the Satra, by Upavarsa and others. Indeed Shabara had attained 
this position as early as the time of the Great Shankara, who quotes his 
words as those of the ‘Sdstratatparyavidah (Shariraka-Bhasya 1.1.4). 

The earliest commentaries on the Bhdsya so far found are those by 
Prabhakara (also spoken of as Prabhakara-Mishra, and called Guru), and 
by Kumarila (also spoken of as Kumarila-Bhatta, or simply Bhatta). These 
two writers became the founders of two schools of Mimamsa,—to which a 
third was later on added in the person of Murari Mishra. In Mimamsa- 
literature, the view of Prabhakara is generally referred to as ‘Guru-mata’, 
that of Kumarila as ‘Bhatta-mata’, and that of Murari Mishra as “Mishra- 
mata’. 

There are references to a Vartikakara in the works of Shalikanatha, 
This Vartikakara does not appear to be Kumarila : he is evidently an older 
as been referred to by Kwmérila himself in the 
Tantravartika (Text, p. 606); where a ‘Vriti’ also is mentioned. 

There has been some difference of opinion regarding gee meletiye 
position of Prabhakara and Kumérila,—Murar asst 
being generally admitted to have lived long after these two. The idea 


andits is that Prabhakara, along with Murari Mishra, 
told to the following effect: From 


writer whose ‘Vartika’ hi 


chronological 


current among P 
was Kumirila’s pupil; and a story 18 lowin ae 
his early age, Prabhakara had showed signs of keen intelligence and inde 
f course of study there arose a sharp difference 
er on some matter relating to 


the After-death Rites ; having failed to convince ue ee ee 
the Teacher had recourse to a stratagem ; once in = cates, i aes 
given out that the Teacher had expired 5 eae pe te ; ee er manner of 
purpose of the Rites, there arose & question regarding te a rotagonist 
this performance ; the matter was referred to Prabhakara, as the protag 


pendence of judgment, and in 


of opinion between the pupil and the teach 


14 Pirva-Mima@msa in its Sources 


of one of the two views that had been discussed ; and he readily said— 
‘Of course the view held by our teacher is the correct one ; the other view 
had been put forward by me only for the purposes of discussion ;’ thereupon 
Kumarila got up and said—So Prabhakara has been won over to my view ? 
whereupon Prabhakara retorted—Yes, but not while you were alive’— 
Another story :—In course of study, the Teacher came by a sentence— 
‘aagarat CNCRICGL afe fear; the apparent meaning of this was—This 
has not been mentioned here, nor has it been mentioned there, so it has 
_ been mentioned twice’. ; and this was an absurdity which puzzled the teacher 
and the pupils alike; after some cogitation, the teacher retired to rest ; 
before he returned Prabhakara put a mark between a and g and sei 
upon at which altered the whole structure of the sentence 44 aan’ waa" 
wa afear’ saaq'—afa fgeaaa, which thereby was found to mean—‘Here 
this idea has been expressed by the particle g and there the same idea 
has been expressed by the particle aft, hence it has been expressed twice’ ; 
when the teacher returned, he saw the marks and found the difficulty easily 
solved ; and having found out who had supplied the key to it, he was very 
highly pleased and bestowed upon Prabhdkara, the title of ‘Gurw’—Another 
explanation of this title of Prabhdkara’s is not complimentary, being attri- 
buted to the complicated nature of his views, in the following verse current 
in South India— 


mat aware wefe waft arfast aft star 
afro arrearft «=o gfemacfire: «9 ate arora 
a Ter weeds afardt aeadt faad 
This tradition relating to the relationship between Kumarila and Prabhg- 
kara is found mentioned in the aafeatarcget of Shésa commented upon 
by his son Govinda who was a pupil of the Great Madhustidana Sarasvati, 
where we read— 
meat at afrti—arat were J 
aerrsaetHet MART ATT 
mirrors 9 afer eraeTy 
Prabhakara is believed by Prof. Keith and other scholars to have 
lived between 600 and 650 A.D. 
It is interesting to note that while the Buddhist writer Shantakaksita, 
who lived in the eighth century, criticises in his Lattvasaigraha and quotes 


ee) ee eee a > ere err. 


| 
1 
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extensively from Kumdrila (and also criticises Uddyotakara, the author 
of the Nyayavartika),—neither he nor his commentator makes any reference 
to Prabhakara. 


Notwithstanding all this, however, the fact appears to be that Pra- 
bhakara was senior to Kumdrila and the two were perhaps contemporaries, 
and that for the following reasons :—(a) Internal evidence—Prabhakara’s 
commentary on Shabara-Bhisya—known as Brhati—is a comment in the 
strict sense of the term ; he does not criticise the Bhasya on any point, he 
simply puts forward the Bhasya-kara’s view as understood by himself. In 
fact, he does not criticise other views either, except in very few places. 
Kumarila, on the other hand, very frequently criticises and rejects the 
interpretation of the Bhdsya-kara and puts forth his own views ; this he 
does in several places—in no less than seven places—in the first adhyaya 
itself; Pada 2, Adhikarana (1) [Tantravartika, Translation, page 32]; Pada 
3, Adhikarana (1) [Lantravartika, Translation, p. 116] ; Pada 3, Adhikarana 
(4) [p. 178]; Pada 3, Adhikarana (5) [p. 207]; Pada 3, Adhikardna (7) [p. 
227]; Pada 3, Adhikarana (10) [p. 347]; and Pada 4, Adhikarana (1) [p. 
373] ;—also in Adhydya UI, Pada 7, Adhikarana (19) [p. 1643]. . Under 
Adhyaya Ill, Pada 4, after Siitra 9, Kumarila has six Sitras embodying 
four Adhikaranas ; these do not figure in the Bhasya, nor in the Brhatt ; 
nor does Rjuvimala take any notice of these Sutras. Under Sd. 3.7. 39, 40, 
the Bhasyakara’s interpretation has been criticised by Kumarila ; it has 
been adopted by Prabhakara (vide Brhatt), and Rjuvimald has answered the 
objection raised against the Bhasya by Kumarila. 


Tf Prabhakara had come after Kumarila, he would not have failed to 
defend the Bhdsya against these strictures of Kumarila. As a matter of 
fact, however, he takes no notice of these strictures, or of the new inter- 
pretations put forward by Kumarila. On the other hand, Kumdrila is found 
to be taking great pains to demolish certain views, a few of which we find 
put forward in the Brhatt: For instance—(a) under 1.2.31 (Tantravartika, 
Trans., p. 54), Kumarila objects to the question of the Adhikarana being 
put in the form ‘Are Mantras meaningless ?’—and this is the form in which 
it has been put forward in the Byhatt (in accordance with the Bhagya) ;— 
(b) under 1.3.2, according to Prabhakara (MS. 31b) [see note in Shabara— 
Trans., pp. 90-91] the Vedic text in support of the Smrti is to be inferred ; 
this is objected to by Kumarila (Lantra., Trans., p. 112) ;—and so on in 
other places. The only point where we have found Prabhakara combating 
a view propounded by Kumdrila is under Sw. 4.1.2 (Brhatt MS.,p. 64b). 
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But in this connection also, it is noteworthy that the words in which the 
criticised view is expressed—which are apparently a quotation,—are very 
different from those employed by Kumarila (under 4.1.2); the words of 
Kumarila are—aRagq ras FAaat wad: while those found in Prabha- 
kara are aaa’ eacaza' a’ wadift' am’ ua’ a’ dada and this view is 
combated by Prabhakara in the words—yeafaafad afr aay aa 
meet fet afaftray, This difference in the words shows that the person 
referred to by Prabhdkara’s %arfx is someone different from Kwmarila. 
It is interesting to note that these very words of Prabhakara have been 
quoted in the Mitaksara with approval (p. 181 Ed. Setlur). 


Tn point of style also, Prabhakara’s work shows distinct signs of being 
older than Kumdrila’s work. The style of Brhati is similar to that of the 
Bhasya—possessing the same natural grace, simplicity and directness, 
while that of Kumarila becomes rather duffuse and rich very much like 
that of Shankaracharya. Tn Brhati we met with more of those flashy rotons 
and turns of idiom which characterise the earlier works, like those of Patan- 
jali and Shabara; eg. aenmarctarqera: sefaaq (p. 30b 1.2)—aet 
araerrrrttist warq (32h 1. 3)—qaifafeat srarenq (32b, line 6)— 
ara zara: (35b, line 9). 

Under Si. 3. 4, after Su. 9, the Tantravartika has six Sitras, which 
are not found in the Bhasya ; nor in the Brhati ; and Kumarila has suggested 
several reasons for this omission in the Bhdsya :—(1) the author of the 
Bhagya forgot to comment on these Satras ; or (2) his comments on thes? 
have been lost ; or (3) they have been intentionally omitted as they wer? 
not of much importance 3 or (4) he did not a 


ground that they interru 
Sutra 16, 


ccept them as genuine, on ae 
pt the desirable connection between Sara 9 an 


This last view has been controverted by Kumarila, at the end. of at 
9 (Lantravartika, Trs., p. 1275), 


The studied omission of these Sitras by Prabhakara has been express 


noted by later writers ; e.g., by Vidyaranya in his Viva-ranapraméyas™ 

graka (p, 4), 

&: does eutimala also does not make any reference to these el 
0 e 

by re eee seek to traverse the arguments that have been propow 


m favour of their genuineness, 


This j Bye re 
pie Se = Indication of the fact that, though Kumarila knew of the 
: © Sutras by ‘some commentators’, Prabhakara and his i=? 


| 
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diate followers have taken no notice of what Kumdrila has said regarding, 
them :—which points to the conclusion that Prabhikara lived before Kwnarila, 

This question however of the priority or otherwise of Prabhahkara 
to Kumarila is still far from being definitely settled. 

Some light appears to be thrown upon the question by a passage 
in the Sarksepashariraka (1. 271) which contains the expression SATA" 
a' ama; this shows that the Prabhakara system was a well-recognised 
system at the time the outhor Sarvajiatma was a pupil of Sureshvara- 
charya, the well-known disciple of Shikaracharya. Under the cireum- 
stances—(a) if the traditional equation of Suréshvara~Mandana is correct 
(which is doubtful), —and if Mandana was the pupil of Kumarila (which 
is not unlikely),—Prabhakara should be very much older than Mandana 
and hence than Kumdrila also. All this, however, is still proble- 
matical. 

Later researches carried on at the Madras University are beginning 
to point to the conclusion that Prabhakara, Kumarila and Mandaya are 
not far removed in point of time—that all of them lived during the sixth- 
seventh centuries A.D, 

In this connection it is interesting to note that the Buddhist writer 
Shdntarahgita, author of the Tattvasangraha, who is believed to have lived 
only about a century later, has quoted extensively long series of Karikas 
from Kumarila’s Shlokavartika, and criticises in detail the views embodied 
therein ; while he nowhere mentions Prabhakara either directly by name or 
by a reference to his distinctive views ; he mentions and refers to Shabara 
frequently. It may be that the Tattvasangraha itself being entirely in the 
form of Karikd, the author found it easier to quote from a work in the same 
form—as the Shlokavartika is,—than from a prose work, like Prabhakara’s 


Brhati. 
‘lable of Prabhakara’s work—the Brhati 
—extends to the middle of Adhyaya VI 
Benares, and also 


The only manuscript ava 
commentary on Shabara-bhasya, 
only, The Tarkapada section has been published at Peat 
at Madras,—along with its extensive commentary, the Rjuvimala by 


Shalikaniitha Mishra ; who is believed to have been a direct pupil of Pra- 
bhakara himself; but this is doubtful. 

There ig another commentary on the Sdtras called aafata by 
Bhavanatha M ishra, believed to represent the Prabhakara School. A ae 
cript of this work is available at the Sageevali andes PR Sy Ee : a 
transcript obtained from the Madras Oriental MSS. Library. Une or two 

3 
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abhai inted at Calcutta—such as 
later Prabhakara works have also been prin 
Tarpcfasta. The most important of these is the THC aT by afsnarataay 
the author of =¢qfaHat (published at Benares), 


Prabhakara’s Brhatt appears to have been spoken of as the ‘Nibandha’ 
or ‘Nibandhana’,—vide Shastradipika, 21.1, where a passage frc a the 
‘Nibandhana’ is quoted, and this is believed to be from the Brhati. _ 
the only manuscript of the Brhaiz, however, which has been found, we fint 
that the colophon at the end of Pada 2 of Adhyiya 2, speaks of the work as 


marataaga Aatararcafyact while that at the end of Adhaya 3, it 
Speaks of it as aff Feary 


It is interesting to note that this manuscript (in the Library of ie 
Bengal Asiatic Society) bears the words—aa fear frara-aarararareeactt 
‘AMT ATT after the end of Adhyaya 3. So that the manuscript 
belongs to the collection of MSS. that belonged to 
at Benares in the seventeenth century and obtain, 
jahan the remission of a certain tax that used 
Benares. A list of this collection came into our 
published in the Gaekwad Oriental Series, 
to have lived on the other side of the Bar 
occupied by the Queen’s College and the 


Kavindracharya who lived 
ed from the Emperor Shab- 
to be levied on pilgrims to 
hands in 1918; and it was 
This Kavindracharya is believed 
na river opposite the site now 
Sarasvati-bhavana. 

Brhati quotes from Bharavi’s Kiratanjuniya-Kavya : afaas: 
THIET TH (242), 


; the best known of which is his extensive com- 
mentary on the Shabara-bhigya, which commentary, as it has come down to 
US, consists of three parts—P, 


‘art I, called the Shlokavartika dealing with the 
Tarkapada Section ; Part TI, called the Lantravartika dealing with Adhyay’ % 
1, Pada 2 to the end of Adhyaya III; and Part III, called the Zuplikd 
dealing very briefly with the remaining nine adhydyas.—The whole of thes? 
three parts has been published at Benares ; and Parts I and II have bee? 
also translated into English, and the translation has been published by th? 
Bengal Asiatic Society —Kumarila is believed to have written. a still mov 


extensive commentary on the Bhégya, called the Brhat-tika ; and also the 
Madhyamagita ; both these have been referred to by Kysnadeva in his T' yi 
chudamadni, where he remarks that Lantravértika, otherwise called ‘£4 

taKk@? is only 9 summa; ! 


ty of the Brhattika. This Brhat--tika has also bee? 
teferred to by Somésh, 


vara in his Nyayasudha, 
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Kumarila quotes (in Tantravartika, Text, p. 347) the grammatical 
dictum ‘@dfara fart CC LIGGe which is also found in the Bhattihavya,— 
and also the well-known words wai fe Teewey TITY TATA ALT TTT: 
which are found in Kalidasa’s Shakuntala ;—this latter in Tantravartika, 
Text, p. 133. He also wrote a commentary on the Mdnava-Kalpa-Sitra ; 
a facsimile of the manuscript of this work (India Office Library No. 17) 
was published in 1867 by Th. Goldstucker. 

Kumarila is believed, on good grounds, to have lived between 600 
and 660 A.D. Prabhakara, according to Prof. Keith, who is convinced that 
he was senior to Kumdrila, lived between 610 and 690 A.D. 

The earliest expositor of the Bhaffa System hitherto known is Mandana 
Mishra (615—695), who wrote a commentary on Kumarila’s Tantravartika, 
which is mentioned in Shastradzpiké on 2.1.1 ; as also other important works— 
—such as Vidhivivika and Bhavandviveka (both published at Benares), 
and a résumé of the entire Sura-Bhasya, named Mimamsanukramani (printed 
with a modern commentary in the Chaukhambha Series, Benares.) He 
also wrote the Vedanta text-book (pre-Sharkara, apparently) Brahmasiddhi, 
on which Vachaspati Mishra wrote the commentary known as TelaeaaAraAlr. 
The Vidhiviveka of Mandana, has been regarded as an important work, 
so much so that it has been honoured by an extensive commentary by the 
mentary is called Nyaya Kanika, which 
the text at Banaras.—Later on came 
a voluminous commentary on 


great Vachaspati Mishra ; this com 
also has been printed along with 


Sucharita Mishra who wrote the Kashika, : ivandrum Sanskrit 
Kumarila’s Shlokavartika ; it is being published in the Trivandrum Sanskri 


Series,—Somewhat later came Parthasarathi Mishra; he = 3 ag t k 
a commentary on Kumarila’s Shlokavartika, (2) the 
Shastradipikd, an independent complete Cate, +. fea (3) 
Fantraratna, a commentary on Kumirila’s Zuplika, and ( ; e el ie 
tnamald, an independent treatise, ® RED se zs Tae 
selected topics. Long after him came Someshvara Brat M bi ; 

Nydyasudha, also called Trikandimimamsamandand, i i ea 2 
Ranaka, which is an extensive commentary on Kumara vein 


is kk, the Ajita, 
i Paritosa Mishra, whose work, : 
Rarlier than all these appears to be Te iptta waalh 


Appears to be a commentary on the ‘ ; i tained in the 

it ag ‘ Nydyantbandhatika. A ma ak Fit ene ee 
: , ny 4 

Orient; ipts Librar: Madras. > ‘ ; 

to be rae aes ea rateen and still continue te Se ae , abi 

Bhéatta system. fe addition to the Ranaka and the ee Li Mani 

other commentaries on the Tantravartika—tor instance, 


Nydyaratnakara, 
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by Bhatta-Bhavdeva, alias Balabalabhi-bhujanga (India Office Cat., P. 
690), (2) Nyayaparayana by Gangadhara Mishra (Govt. Sans. Liby., = nar 8); 
(3) Subodhni, by Annambhatta, son of Tirimatarya of Raghava-Somayajt 
family (Govt. Sans. Liby., Benares) ; (4) Mitaksura by Gopala Bhatta. 


Besides the above there is believed to have been another commentary 
on the Tantravartika by Bhatta Umbehka (who has been identified by some 
people with Mandana and also with the poet Bhavabhuti), as observed by 
Krsnadeva in the Lantra-Chidamani. Shastradipika also refers (page 
199, 2.1.1.) to Mandana as a commentator on the Tantravartika. The 
said Umbeka is known to have written a commentary on the Shlokavartika 
also. The reference in the Shastradipika (2.1.1. ‘may however be only 
to an explanation of the harika (of the Tantravartika araqeafatat 
FIAT aT Sema —aarfit TAMAS TATA | ) provided in course of 


a discussion in either Vidhiviveka or Bhavaniviveka, 


Dr. Umesha Mishra, 


in his paper entitled ‘MZ urdrestytiyahpantha,, 
makes out that there have b 


a . . . . ‘4 nA tf 
een five ‘Murari Mishras’ in Sanskrit Literature » 


1) the Tripidi-nitinayana, dealing with Padas 
the Ekadashadyadhikarana dealing with the 


ealt with under Adhyiya XI of the Siitras. 
not easy to find out on what points Murar 


as distinguished from the Prabhakaré 


| 
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a heir from the other two views. According to him the validity of 
hire , —< 2 ss apenas? by the Anuvyavasaya, Representative Cog- 
‘a em ne ~~ in the wake of every Cognition ;—like the Cognition, 
shit re appelingne by oe Mind itself,—according to Murari-Mishra’ 
Bhranti resales on Kusmafjali (p. 219) ;—(3) in the matter of Error, 
soe ‘ - oe appears to be we same as that of Kumarila ;—(4) in 
Saka ont Jausa mh the Catrap brings about the Effect by virtue of the 
7 ek a pee in itself, according to Prabhakara and the other 
thing oa “ re according oy Naiyayika the Cause must be some- 
Jasetins os r “n ini obstacles in the way of the apperance of the Effect. 
eae aie : urarl. howere ne: Potency noo Auseiee of Obstacles 
eins by xs Les Effect ; the Effect at a certain point of time is brought 
dined of : : Hae: which is free fom Gbstacles at thee time; and the 
fh ot ons Ls " = only a qualifying condition or adjunct of the Cause, 
to me, ; mane itself ;—says Varina a Pn Gloss, om Nydyalavatt 
Eeiixine ); ‘ileal cepards wie term ‘Vaishradeva’, according to Shabara; 
14d “ ne nee Kumarila, this is the name of a particular sacrifice (Mi. Siitra 
‘Vishobag ds but ‘goconaing to Murari ay is only so of the Deity 
a emai This ers is found attributed to ‘Mishra by Vardhamana 
achintamani-Shabdanda, (pp: 702—704). 
mmentary on Tattvachintdmant ; 


Fol Tn the following passage in his Aloka (Co 
3 
ol, 15A-15B, Benarcs Sanskrit: College Palm-Leaf MS.) Paksadhara Mishra 


has briefly brought out the distinction among the three schools of Mimamsa 
a Tegard to the Validity of Cognitions—““The upshot of the whole is that 
Validity consists in bringing about efficient and effective activity ; and this 
Condition is fulfilled under all the three yiews of the Mimamsakas according 


to all of whom the Validity of the Cognition is cognised by just those same 
elf is apprehended ; that is (1) 


lbs te ee by which the Cognition its 

Ccording to the Guru-mata (Prabhikara) it is self-illumined, that is self- 

ve rehended ; (2) according to the view of Murari, it is apprehended by the 

3) sequent anuvyavasdya (Representative Cognition) ; and (3) under the 
talta view, the Validity of the Cognition is apprehended through Inference 

rena Presumption) based upon the fact of the Cognition itself being appre- 


hended. 
(8) ent eanerenfeat, (°) qerferisgraeate, (3) wert 
Tee warafreaeat — TWATATTWTeTA < TIA | 
there is an important factor 


In the literary history of Mimamsa, 
which has not b 


whi z 
hich demands careful study, but een studied so far; nor 
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have we met with any materials that are essential for that study. In 
his Introduction to the Shlokavartika (verse 10), Kumirila has said--‘Among 
people Mimamsa has been made almost heretical (unorthodox, materialistic); 
Thave made this effort to bring it to the path of Orthodory’ ; and on this 
Nydyaratnakara remarks—Mimamsi, without being really unorthodox, 
has been made so by Bhartrimitra and other writers, who have held out 
wrong doctrines, such as that no desirable results follow from the per- 
formance of the acts that are laid down as compulsory, nor any undesirable 
results from the acts that have been forbidden. 

Hitherto however, we have not come across any of those works by 


Bhartrimitra and others. From the remarks of the N yayaratnakara it would 
appear as if all these came before Kumdrila. 


The Kashika (on Shlokavartika 1. 10) mentions Bhavadasa in several 
places—pp. 13, 16, 21 (Trivandrum series). 


CHAPTER II 
PHILOSOPHICAL TOPICS: SOUL 


Before plunging into the question of the Means of Cognition, which 
as we shall sce later on, leads on directly to the special content of the Puirva- 
Mimdmsa Shastra,—we shall deal briefly with some of the more important 
Philosophical Topics which, as remarked above, have been incidentally 
dealt, with by writters on the Shastra. 

Arman—Soun, 

It becomes necessary for the Mimamsaka to posit the Atman, Soul, 
as something distinct from the Body ; because without some such entity 
ensouling the Body there would be no sense in the Vedic texts that speak 
of the performer of a certain act ‘going to Heaven’, or ‘becoming liberated’, 
and so forth. 

We shall see what (1) Shabara, (2) Prabhakara and (3) Kumarila have 
said in regard to this Soul. 

We have selected these three wirters as representing the three main 
schools of Parva Mimamsa—(1) The ‘Bhasya’, (2) the ‘Bhatia’ and (3) the 
‘Prabhahara’, For the school generally known as the “Chird Path’ ‘qf: 
qrar’ associated with the name of Murari Mishra, and hence called “Mishra- 
mata’, material is not yet available for a full account. 


In addition to these, wheresoever we have been able to ascertain the 


‘Mishra-mata from fragments of Murari-Mishra’s work, we have inserted 


a few notes here and there. 
(A) ‘ATMAN,’ ‘SouL,’ ACCORDING TO SHABARA. 


The Vedic text has spoken of ‘the sacrificer equipped with the sacri- 
heaven’; and the opponent has argued 
that here we find the Veda making an absurd statement ; hence the Veda 
cannot be a valid source of knowledge. It is argued that what is ‘equipped 
with sacrificial implements’ is the physical body, and as the body is entirely 
burnt up by cremation, it cannot ‘proceed to heaven’.—Our answer to this 
is that what is spoken of here as ‘equipped with the implements’ is not 
only the physical body, but also that entity which ensouls he pods and to 
whom the body belongs...The presence of such an Ensouling Entity is in- 
ferred from the phenomena of breathing, winking of the eyes and the like, 


ficial implements proceeding to 
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which cannot belong to the body, as they are not found after death,—though 
the body is there all right. Secondly, such phenomena as the feelings of 
pleasure, pain arid the like are cognised by the person himself only, while 
the qualities of colour and the rest which belong to the physical body are 
cognised and perceived by others also, who have no direct cognition of the 
feelings of the other person. This shows that there are certain qualities 
in the person which are directly cognisable by himself only.—From the fact 
of there being certain qualities of the person which differ radically from the 
qualities that belong to the physical body, we conclude that the entity 
spoken of as ‘equipped with the sacrificial implements’ and as ‘going to 
heayen ‘is other than the physical body. 


This argument is met by the opponent by the statement that the 
mere presence of the feelings and cognitions of pleasure cannot justify the 
conclusion that there is a distinct Entity to whom these belong, in which 
these subsist ; in fact these feelings and cognitions do not necessarily presup- 
pose a feeler or cogniser ; the Cognition itself may be regarded as all-in-all, 

The answer to this is that the Act of Cognising presupposes an Agent 
who does that act; and an Agent must be an Entity distinct from the 
Act itself. And it is this Agent of the act of Cognising, Desiring and the 
like which we call ‘Soul’, Atman. 

Similarly with Remembrance ; it is only when one secs a thing on 
one day that he has the remembrance of it on a later day ; and the recognition 
appears only in an Entity that has continued to exist all the time ; and this 
can only be the Soul. 

This Soul, the Cogniser, the Agent of the acts of Cognising, Desiring, 
Feeling and the like can be directly cognised by each man for himself ; it 
is in this sense that the Soul is regarded as ‘Sva-sumvedya’, ‘self-cognised’ ; 
and no Soul can be directly cognised by another. And yet it can be expoun- 
ded to another, in the manner described in the Upanisads—‘Neti-Neti’, 
‘This Soul is not this, not that?. Thus it is that the existence of the Soul is 

taughtby this pointing out that it is not-desire, not-feeling and so forth, 
And when one becomes cognisant of his own self-luminous Soul, he infers 
the presence of similar souls in other persons also. 


This Soul is everlasting,—a Person or Personality apart from Pleasure 
etc. and the Cognitions. It is, in terms of the Brahmana, ‘indestructible, 
not liable to disruption ; but it comes into contact with perishable things, 
like Sense-organs, Merit, Demerit and so forth’—(Shatapatha Bra, 14.7.3. 
15).—(Shabara-Bhasya—Ix. pp. 26—31). 
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(B) PrasuaKkara’s VIEWS OF THE ‘SouL’. 
(The references are to the Madras Edition of the Brhait.) 


According to Prabhakara,—the Soul is of the nature of the (A) Doer 
and Eaperiencer (p. 235—7) ; (B) it is something entirely different from the 
Body, the Sense-organs and Buddhi (p. 231) ; (C) it becomes manifest in all 
Cognitions,—(D) it is eternal (p. 235); (E) omnipresent (p. 235); and (F) 
many, one in each body ; (G) it rests upon the notion of ‘I’, entirely free 
from any notion of ‘this’ or ‘that’ (p. 239) ; its existence is proved by the 
universally admitted and undenied and undeniable notion of ‘I’, which is 
self-luminous (p. 245) ; in the sense that it is realisable or cognisable by each 
man for himself. 


The following systematic account of the Prabhakara view we gather 
from Prakaranapattchika :— 


That the Cogniser is something different from Buddhi (Mind) is proved 
by the fact, among others, that ' Buddhi is inert and absent during sleep, 
and yet there are Cognitions during sleep. (Buddhi is the same as Manas, 
Mind, says Rjweimala on Brhati, p. 75.] 

The Sense-organs cannot be regarded as the Soul ; because we often 
perceive a single object by more than one Sense-organ,—e.g., touching 
the same object that is seen ; which shows that the factor that perceives— 
i.e., the perceiver—which is common to the two perceptions,—is different 
from the two organs concerned. Then again, it is found that the blind 
man remembers the things he had seen in the past when he was not blind ; 
which proves that the perceiver is different from the organ concerned. Las- 
tly, the Body can never be accepted as the Cogniser ; because it consists 
of the Earth and there is no cognition or consciousness in particles of Harth. 
The term ‘Soul’ too can be applied to that only which is endowed with in- 
telligence, and the Body is not endowed with intelligence ; the sole criterion 
for this lies in our own consciousness ; as a matter of fact we actually have 
the consciousness of things past and future also ; hence it cannot belong to 
any objects that are perceptible by the senses, 

If the Soul were the only source of all cognition, then as the Soul 
is everlasting, cognitions also would have to be regarded as everlasting ; 
which is absurd. “Hence philosophers have held that while the Soul is the 
basic (according to some, the material or constituent) cause of Cognition, 
it needs the help of other auxiliary causes ; and as such an auxiliary, Pra- 
bhakara posits the Contact of the Soul with the Mind; this contact being 
brought about by a certain action of the mind, due either to the effort of 

4 . 
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the Soul or to the Unseen Force of the previous activities (Karma) of the 
Soul; these efforts and Unseen Forces also being the effects of previous 
Mind-Soul contacts; and so the infinite cycle goes on. This Mind-Soul 
contact is not the only cause of our cognitions ; if that were so, then the 
perception of colour would be possible for the Blind also. Hence the opera- 
tion of the Sense-organs also has to be admitted. Even so, it is the Mind- 
Soul Contact that is the cause common to all Cognitions. 

Thus then, the Soul is the Agent, enjoyer, (bhoktd) of experience (p. 
932) ; the Body is the abode or receptacle of experience ; the organs are the 
instruments of experience ; and the objects of experience are of two kinds— 
internal, in the shape of Pleasure, Pain and the like,—and external, 
in the shape of the Earth and other things ;—the Eaperiencer consists of 
pure Consciousness. It is in these five that all truth is centred ; there is 
nothing beyond these five; they comprise the Universe. 

Though the Soul, the Agent, enters as a necessary factor into every 
act of Cognition, it is not itself amenable to any of the ordinary means by 
which things are cognised. The Soul is self-luminous ; in this sense it is 
cognisable by each man for himself. 


The existance of the Mind is proved by the manifestation of the 
qualities of the Soul itself. These qualities are—Buddhi (Intellection, 
Cognition), Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion, Effort, Destiny and Faculty. 
The existence of Buddhi is self-manifest, in the form of Cognition and 
Remembrances ; Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion and Effort are appre- 
hended by mental Perception. By ‘Faculty’ (Samskara-Impression) is meant 
a certain power or capacity imparted to the Soul by its Cognitions ; its 
existence is proved by the fact that unless we have some such force interven- 
ing between the Cognition of an object and its Remembrance, we cannot 
account for this latter. As for Destiny, it always takes the form of Merit 
and Demerit ; whose real character can be known only from the scriptures, 
which alone are the safe guide as to what is Right and what is Wrong. As 
pointed out above, all our Cognitions are not due to Mind-Soul contact 
only ; if it were so, then the Blind man would also cognise colour ; the 
function of the Sense-organs comes in here ; and as all perceptible things 
fall within five well-defined classes, we posit five Sense-organs. These five, 
along with the Mind, which may be regarded as the Universal or Common 
perceptive organ, form the six Sense-organs, of which the Body is the 
abode. These organs are—the Visual Organ (Eye) the Gestatory Organ 
(of taste), the Auditory Organ (Har), the Tactile Organ (of touch), the 
Olfactory Organ (of smell). (Pra. Mi., pp. 76-77). 
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That the Mind is a substance is indicated by the fact of its having 
contracts with the Soul and with the Objects of Cognition. It cannot be 
regarded as made up of many component particles ; as that would involve 
many unnecessary assumptions. Then again as the Soul is omnipresent 
and without parts, if the Mind also were of the same character, then, either 
there would be no contact between the Soul and the Mind, or such contact 
would be everlasting. Hence the Mind is regarded as of Atomic Dimension. 
And as it exists, and yet has no cause, it must be eternal. It is extremely 
mobile, as is proved by the very swift contacts formed by it, at the time 
that we have one perception following another in quick succession, which 
must be due to the Mind coming into contact with one perceptive 
organ after another. Unless aided by the Mind, no organ can apprehend 
its object, as isfound in the case of the absent-minded man who fails to see 
things before his eyes. The contact of the Mind with the conscious Soul 
is due to the endless series of Merit-Demerit,—the accumulated effects of 
the past acts of the individual Soul concerned—(Prabha. M1., pp- 77-78). 


The Cognition of the Soul itself proceeds from the same source as 
the Cognition of any other object. But here a distinction is drawn. 
Though the Soul is manifested in every act of Cognition, it is not the object 
of that Cognition ; it appears only as the Nominative Agent, namely, the 
Cogniser, the bhokta, the Experiencer ; it is not the object of the act of Cog- 
nition, because the operation of that act does not fall upon it. The Soul 
thus is the substratum of the Cognition which is self-luminous, and into 
which the Soul enters as the Cognitive Agent, the ‘I’, the Bhokta, Expereincer, 
which is inseparable from all Cognitions ; and hence like Cognition, the 
Soul also is self-luminous. Each man cognises his own Soul for himself— 
this is its <qasafacea ‘self-luminousness’. This is made clear by Kuma- 
rila also in Shlo. Va. Atma., 145.—The Cognition of other Souls is obtained 
by means of Inference. 

The Cognition of the Soul being thus obtainable only as a factor in 
the Cognition of things,—it is natural that during deep sleep, when there 
is no Cognition of things, there should be no idea of the Soul. During 
the Turtya—Fourth, highest,—state of consciousness, however, the Soul 
is cognised, but only as pure Esse or Being, the substratum of the compre- 
hensive cognition of all things, but free from and beyond all perceptible 
things. This is how it continues to exist after Liberation—a mere Esse. 

Not having been produced by a cause, the Soul must be imperishable, 
eternal ; appearing during wordly existence, in every act of Cognition, as 
the Cogniser and Experiencer,—and after Liberation, as pure Hsse, Being. 
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The Soul again is omnipresent—all-pervading, like Akasha ; but its 
properties—Pleasure, Pain and the rest—cannot become manifest except 
in a body; as such manifestation requires Mind-contact, and the Mind 
subsists in the Body. Even though omnipresent, the Soul cannot ex- 
perience what is occurring in the Body of another personality, because 
experience is always due to the Karma of the particular Personality ; hence 
the experience of one personality cannot form the experience of another, 


This Soul is distinct in each body ; hence there are many Souls; as 
many Souls as there are conscious bodies, There are two reasons propoun- 
ded in support of this view. (a) In the case of other personalities, we 
infer the presence of the Soul from certain activities manifested therein, 
which cannot be otherwise accountable, and we always feel that this Soul 
in the other personality is not-my-soul ; what we feel is that just as certain 
activities of my body are rendered possible only by the presence of the 
Soul, so also similar activities in the other body must indicate the presence 
of a Soul there. The activities of another p-rsonality are never recognised 
as one’s own activities. (b) We always find a clear difference between Merit- 
Demerit and the resultant pleasure and pain of different personalities ; 
and all these are qualities of the Soul; consequently, if there were only 
one Soul,—the same in all persons,—its qualities also would be the same 
in all the bodies ensouled by it; and then the Merit-Demerit and Pleasure 
and Pain of one person would be thé same as those of another. 


Prabhakara has an interesting note towards the end of the section 
of Brhati dealing with Soul (p. 256). It is true, he says, that the notions 
of ‘I’ and ‘mine’ imply a misconception,—an idea, as Soul, of what is really 
‘not-Soul’ ;—but this assertion of this fact can come only from persons who 
have shaken off all impurity—qfaqaara, and not from those who are still 
addicted to Action ; that is why the Blessed Lord has declared (in (Bhagvad- 
Gita)—‘One should not divert the notions of the ignorant who are addicted 
to Action’ ;—that is the reason why the Bhasyakara (Shabara) has not 
dealt with this question ; as it was not his business to deal with people 
who have transcended Action. 

(C) Kumériia’s Views or tHe ‘Sour’. 

The Veda speaks of the ‘Sacrificer’ going to heaven after death ; the 
body perishes after death ; hence the Entity that is spoken of as ‘proceed- 
ing to Heaven’ must be something other than the perishable body. This 
entity is the Soul. If there is no such entity, then the Veda has made 
an absurd statement ; this strikes at the reliability of Veda ; and hence at 
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the very root of all ‘orthodox’ philosophy.—(Shlokavartika-Atmavada, 
1—5.) This Soul is something distinct from the Body, the Sense-organs 
and Buddhi ; it is eternal (7), imperishable (147) ;—it is the real doer of 
action, agent of acts, and the experiencer of their results and reactions 
(8) ;—it is also all-pervading (20); we regard it so, because we find it func- 
tioning everywhere ; that is, the notion of ‘I’ which is all the notion that 
we have of the Soul, always indicates the notion of the Soul, which ts of the 
nature of pure Consciousness, and is not qualified by any limitations of time 
and place. (Lantravartika-Trans., p. 516). It is the Soul that passes 
through the experiences of Pleasure, Pain, ete. (Shlo. Va. Atma., 26; Tan- 
iravartika, p. 516) ; and yet it never renounces its own character of consciou- 
sness ; it forms the constant factor in all those variable and varying eXx- 
periences. (Shlo. Va. Atma., 26 28); the Soul experiences the recations 
of all acts (290). If the Soul consisted of Consciousness, not in its eternal 
form, but in the form of fleeting cognitions, then it would not be possible 
to account for the activities of man, or even the phenomenon of rebirth 
(34). It is necessary,, therefore, to regard the Soul as being of the nature 
of Consciousness, eternal, omnipresent, capable of ensouling several bodies 
(73) ; it is itself conscious, as otherwise, it would not be the experiencer ; 
it is omnipresent, as otherwise, it could not occupy one body after another, 
which it does even without any locomotion (Nydyaratnakara). Though in 
the performance of the ordinary acts in the world, the Soul is the doer, Agent, 
only indirectly through the body, there are certain acts such as those being 
(existing), knowing and the like, of which it is the doer or Agent, directly 
by itself (Shlo. Va. Atma., 76). The Soul is (Aham-pratyaya-gamya), 2.0.5 
apprehensible by the notion of ‘I’ (107); that is, the notion of ‘I’ that we 
have in such ideas as ‘I know’ indicates the Knower, the Cogniser ; who, 
therefore, forms either the object or the substratum of that notion (110); 
the cogniser is always cognisable by—i.e., the object of—the notion of 
‘T’ (126), which enters into all acts of Cognition. The idea that ‘there is 
no Soul’ is thus contrary to, and is set aside by, the universally recognised 
notion of ‘I’. The positive arguments in support of the notion have been 
set forth in the Shlo. Va. Atma., 186—139. 

The question arising—“if words are incapable of bringing about the 
cognition of the Soul, by what means is it cognised ?”—the answer given 
by the Bhasya is that it is ‘“illumined’—made cognisable,—‘by _ itself” ; 
and what is meant by ‘self-luminosity’ is that one Soul cannot be directly 
cognised by another Soul (Shlo. Va. Atma., 142-143),—it is cognised by another 
only through Inference, drawn from the perception of such activities in 
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the other personality as have been found, in one’s own Soul, to be invaria- 
ably concomitant with the Soul. It is clear, therefore, that for such person, 
his own Soul is Self-luminous, Self-cognised ; but for other persons, it is 
cognised through Inference.—(Shlo. Var. Atma., 145). 


The Tantravartika (Trs., pp. 518-522) deals at length with the ques- 
tion of the omnipresence of the Soul. (a2) The Soul being itself immaterial, 
cannot move from place to place ; when therefore a man moves from one 
place to another, his Soul would be left behind ; and the body would become 
soul-less and hence in-animate. But if the Soul is omnipresent, wherever 
the body goes, it finds itself ensouled by the Soul ; the connection of one 
Soul with one body at a time being determined by the past Karma of the 
Soul which is always equipped with a body that is capable of bringing 
about the experiences resulting from that past Karma of the Personality, 
This continuous connection of the Body with the Soul is exactly like the 
continuous connection of the Body with Space or Time, which latter also 
are omnipresent. (5) If the Soul were not omnipresent, it would be either 
atomic in size or of the size of the body. It cannot be the former ; as, if it 
were so, the person could be conscious of only those sensations that would 
appear in that small part of the body which would be occupied by the atomic 
Soul; which is absurd. If, on the other hand, the Soul were regarded as 
being of the same size as the Body, this would involve many gratuitous 
assumptions ; such as that the Soul has parts, those parts are immovable, 
there is a conglomeration of such parts, and even though with parts, 
the Soul is eternal (which is admitted by the protagonists of this view), 
that the Soul moves from one body to another after death, and that there 
is some internal connection between its departure from one body and 


entrance into another. 


Even though omnipresent, one Soul cannot serve the purpose for 
all personalities, as that would mean that one and the same Soul undergoes 
the experiences of all persons. The Soul, therefore, must be regarded ag 
many and existing simultaneously. Being immaterial, they would not 
come in each other’s way. In fact it is on account of this immateriality 
and consequent indivisibility of Souls and their omnipresence,—and on 
account of all being of the same nature of pure Consciousness,—that the 
Upanisad-texts have spoken of all Souls as one. (Tantra VG., pp. 518— 
523). Though Jiidna, Cognition, involves some sort of fafrat modification, 
of the soul, this does not militate against the externality of the Soul 
itself. (Shlo. Va. Pratyaksa., 52-53.). 


CHAPTER Ill 
LIBERATION 


A, Liprration or Sout—Moxrsa 


We do not find anything in regard to the details of Liberation in 
the Bhasya, and it has been explained by Prabhakara that Shabara was 
dealing with the subject of Karma, Action; hence he confined himself to 
what benefits the man addicted to Action, not the man who has washed 
off his impurities and renounced all Desire and Action; hence he has not 
gone forward to deal with the subject of Renunciation and Liberation. 
This is in strict accordance with what has been taught in the Bhagvad-Gita 
to the effect that—‘One should not disturb the ideas of people addicted 
to Action’. (Brhati, p. 256). 

B. Lieration Accorpine TO THE PRABHAKARA 


The view of Prabhakara himself we have no direct means of ascertain- 
ing, as, like Shabara, he does not deal with people who have transcended 
Karma or Action. His followers’ views on the subject we learn from the 
Prakaranapaiichika (p. 156). According to these views, Liberation consists 
in the disappearance of all Merit and De-merit (resulting from Actions). 
It is on account of Merit and De-merit accruing to the Soul that it is born 
in the physical body; consequently when all Merit and De-merit have 
disappeared, there remains nothing that could lead the Soul to be born 
again in a body ; and when the Soul ceases to have connection .with bodies, 
and hence also with the Sense-organs, etc., all its metempsychic troubles 
are ended and it is free, liberated. As to how all this comes about, the 
following explanation has been provided :—(1) First of all, the man becomes 
disgusted with the troubles that he has had to undergo during his life on 
the earth ; (2) finding the pleasures of the world also to be invariably accom- 
panied by some sort of pain, he comes to lose all interest in, and longing 
for, pleasures also ; (3) he thereupon turns his attention towards Liberation ; 
(4) he ceases to perform such acts as are prohibited and which lead to 
trouble, as also those that are prescribed only as leading to some sort of 
happiness here or hereafter ; (5) he attenuates all previously acquired 
Merit and De-merit by undergoing the experiences resulting from them ; 
(6) he destroys the sole receptacle or abode of his experiences by the knowledge 
of the Soul, as aided by such qualities as Contentment, Self-control and so 
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forth, all of which are laid down in the scriptures as tending to put a stop 
to the further return of the Soul into this world ; it is only when all this has 
come about that the Soul becomes free, liberated. 


All this may appear to be inconsistent with Prabhakara’s own dec- 

- Iaration (in Brhatt, p. 235) to the effect that ’the Soul is purely the actor 

and experiencer’ ; which apparently means that there is no freedom for the 

Soul from Action and Experience, so that there can be no Liberation. But 

there is no real inconsistency; like Shabara, Prabhakara has confined 

himself to the Man of Action—i.e., the Soul engaged in activity, and has 
taken no notice of one who has transcended Action. 


Shankara Mishra in his Vadivinoda (p. 40) has the following note :— 
According to Prabhakara, Liberation is the Pragabhiva—absence before 
appearance—of Pain along with the total obsence of Pain ; that is a state in 
which there is no Pain and no likelihood of (appearance) of Pain. This 
is the view of Vallabhacharya also. According to Bhatla, Liberation con- 
sists in the appearance of everlasting Happiness. According to Tridandin 
it consists in the fusion of the Jivatman into Paramatman. According to 
Shankaracharya, it is the direct realisation, Saksatkara, of the non-duality 
of Brahman. He goes on to remark that according to the Lilavati, as 
according to the Mimdmsaka, there is no possiblity of all personalities 
ever attaining Moksa. 


C. Liperation Accorpine To KumariLa 


The Bhatta, view of Liberation is summed up in Shlokavartika (Sam- 
bandhaksepa-parthara, 108—110) thus :—‘For those who have understood 
the real nature of the Soul, all their past Karma having become exhausted 
through experience, and there being no further Karmic residum left to wipe 
off, there comes no further body ; as it is only for the experiencing of the 
reactions of past Karma that the Soul is burdened with the Body ; therefore 
the seeker for Liberation should not do any such act as has been forbidden 
or even what has been enjoined for certain purposes ; (as both these would 
bring about Karmic reaction which would have to be expiated by ex- 
perience) ; but he should continue to perform the compulsory acts, as the 
omission of these would involve sin, which have to be expiated by painful 
experience through a physical Body”. The Nydyaratnakara and the 
Kashika (Shlo. Va. Atma., 106) go on to add—“Liberation must consist 
in the destruction of the present body and the non-production of the future 
body”. 
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Knowledge is not the direct cause of Liberation, which is purely nega- 
tive in character ; all that Knowledge does is, as shown above, to lead to 
the stoppage of further embodiment of the Soul ; it cannot lead to the expia- 
tion of past karma, which can be brought about only by experience. There 
is no means of knowledge, Pramana, indicating Knowledge to be the cause 
of Liberation. The Veda also does not enjoin ‘knowledge’ as leading to 
Liberation. The injunction that ‘the Soul should be known ‘is not meant 
for the purposes of Liberation ; in fact all that the knowledge of the Soul 
does is to bring about the activity of man towards acts conducive to results 
which accrue only to a lasting. entity like the Soul,—such results, for in- 
stance, as Heaven and the like ; apart from these latter, there is no result 
that follows from the Knowledge of the Soul. If Liberation is regarded as 
consisting in the experiencing of pleasure, then it is only a form of ‘Heaven’ ; 
but Heaven being something transient, such Liberation cannot be lasting. 
An effect that is brought about by a cause must be evanescent. Hence 
we conclude that when all Karmic residua have become exhausted, and 
there is no further Body for the Soul,—such a Soul becomes liberated through 
the mere fact of there being no cause left which could bring about a Body 
for such a Soul. There can be no justification for Liberation being regarded 
as ever-lasting, permanent, except the fact that it is purely negative in 
character. (Shlokavartika-Sambandhakstpaparihara 101—107). 

The Shastradipika (p. 145) is not sure regarding this being or not 
being Kumiarila’s ‘own opinion’, Svamaia. 

The Nydyaratndkara (on 102 above) explains that: there are two 
kinds of Soul-Knowledge :—(1) Knowledge of Soul as an entity distinct 
from the Body, etc.; and (2) that Knowledge which takes the form of 
worship and meditation ; it is the former Knowledge that is meant by 
Kumirila when he says that it has not been enjoined as leading to Liberation. 
The other kind, in the form of Worship and Meditation, does lead to Libera- 
tion. 

This view appears to have the direct support of Kuwmarila also, who 
says -— : 

‘As for the Knowledge of the Soul, it is both Kratvartha—helptul to the 
Sacrifice, and Purusdrtha—helpful to man; in as much as, unless one 
Imows the Soul, he cannot undertake the performance of a sacrifice which 
is laid down as leading to results after death ; and we find such Vedic texts 
as—'The Soul, free from evil, is to be sought after, etc. etc.,—which lay 


down the Knowing of the Soul as to be acquired through reflection, etc., 
5 
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and as leading to both kinds of results—Happiness and Liberation. Then 
again there is the text—‘‘He obtains all desires and passes beyond all sorrows, 
»» which speaks of all the eight mystic Perfections (of Yoga) accruing to the 
person knowing the Soul; and then lastly there is the text—‘‘Passing his 
life thus, he reaches the regions of Brahman and from there never returns’, 
which directly speaks of Liberation (as resulting from Soul-Knowledge)’— 
(Lantravartika-Translation, p. 321. under Si. 1.3. Adhikarana, 9.) 


CHAPTER IV 
BODY, SENSE-ORGANS AND MIND 


(A) Accorpine TO PRABHAKARA, 


The Body, as we have seen above, is the abode of the Sense organs. 
There are three kinds of Body—(1) Womb-born, (2) Eggborn and (3) Sweat- 
born. The Prabhakara does not admit of the Vegetable Body, on the ground 
that we have no proof for the view that vegetable organisms are endowed 
with the six sense organs; nor does he admit of any bodies not made up 
of Earth. According to him two organs—the Mind and the Tacticle 
organ—are present in all bodies. 

The following questions have been discussed in Prakaranapafichtka 
(p. 52 et. seq.) (2) How is the existence of the Senseorgans proved? (bd) 
What reasons are there for postulating the number as si only ? 

The answer provided to these questions contains an analytic account 
of the whole process of Perception. Hence it will be found under “‘Percep- 
tion” (below). 

The Mind is a Substance ; otherwise there could be no contact be- 
tween Mind and Soul or of Mind with Objects of Cognition. The Mind is 
not all-pervading ; if it were, Mind-Soul contact would be perpetual ; Mind 
therefore must be atomic, and hence eternal ; it is extremely mobile. With- 
out the aid of the Mind, no Cognition is possible. Mind-Soul contacts are 
the result of Merit and Demerit attaching to the Soul. (Prakaranapafichika, 
p- 52, et seq.) 

(B) Accorpine To KuMARILA. 

The Sense-organ is the Instrument of Cognition. (Shlokavartika, 
Perception 121.) The organ of Perception cannot be one only (Ibid., 
159 et seq.) ; 

There are only five Sense-organs, not endless (Ibid., 169). 

As regards Sense-organs, the Nydyaratndkara has the following 
remarks on Shlo. Va. Perception 51 :— 

“The Sense-organs are all material and operative by contact. For 
instance, (a) The Visual Organ, which brings about the perception of colour, 
is of the Essence of Fire, like Light ; hence the phenomena of its rendering 
visible larger and larger things becomes easily explicable, on the analogy 
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of Lamp-light ; the reasoning being—the Visual Organ is ‘Firy’ in its Essence, 
because it renders perceptible colour, which is the specific quality of ‘Wire’. 
(b) Similarly, the Olfactory Organ renders odour perceptible, and hence is 
of the Essence of Earth because odour is the specific quality of Harth ; this 
organ. operates through contact ; as what happens is that the fine particles 
of the pollen of flowers become wafted by air and reach the inner surface 
of the nostrils and there the odour subsisting in those particles becomes 
apprehended and perceived. (c) Similarly, the Gestatory Organ apprehends 
Taste and is of the Essence of Water ; that this is so is indicated by the 
fact that Taste is felt when the tongue is wet, not dry ; (2) when after bath 
a man emerges from water, he feels cold when his wet skin comes into con- 
tact with Air ; so that it is the Air-Element in the body which renders touch 
perceptible, which shows that the Tacticle Organ is of the Mssence of Air ; 
(e) the Auditory Organ is of the Essence of Dik, Space’’. 


We learn the following from Shastradipika (Sd. 1.1.4. page 21) re- 
garding Kumirila’s view of Mind :— 


The opponent has raised the question—‘‘Sense-perception cannot 
be regarded as Cognition brought about by the contact of the Object and 
the Sense-organ,—because Pleasure, Pain, etc., are Sense-perception and 
yet, there is no sense-contact in this case”. The answer is that there is 
Sense-contact in this case also, viz., the contact of the Mind, which is a 
‘Sense-organ’. Evidence of the existence of the Mind is afforded by our 
own experiencing of Pleasure and Pain. The Cognition of Pleasure is 
of the Nature of immediate, Direct, Perception ; and this leads to the in- 
ference of Mind as the instrument of that Direct-Perception ; because the 
Visual and other organs are unable to account for such perception. Some 
people have regarded Mind as an independent substance by itself. But 
the Mind is never operative apart from the Body ; hence it cannot be regarded 
as an independent substance apart from the Body. Question—“What is 
the definition of the Sense-organ, which is applicable to the Mind and also 
to the other well-known Sense-organs ?”? Ansewr—That is called Sense- 
organ whose contact with the Object brings about the direct clear percep- 
tion of the object. This Sense-organ is of two kinds—Eaternal and Internal. 
The Eaternal is of fie kinds—Olfactory, Gestatory, Visual, Tactile and 
Auditory ; the Internal is one only, the Mind. The first four respectively 
have their mateiral source is Earth, Water, Fire and Air. As regards the 
Auditory Organ, the Vaishésihas regard it as of the Essence of Akasha. 
But we take our stand upon the Vedic text ‘Dishah shrotrayt’, which speaks 
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of the Auditory Organ as ‘Dik’, Space; and hence regard the Auditory 
Organ as that part of Space which is enclosed in the tympanum. Lastly, 
as regards the Mind, it may either be of the Essence of any one of the five, 
Earth and the rest, or of something apart from these. But this Mind, by 
itself alone, is operative only on the Soul and its qualities, not upon any 
thing wholly External ; that is why it has been called an Internal organ. 
In regard to external things, Mind is operative only through one or the 
other of the five External Organs. In regard to Inferential Cognition 
also, the Mind operates through the knowledge of the Probans and the 
Inferential Indicative ; and in regard to Remembrance, it operates thruogh 
Impressions left by previous Cognitions. But it operates independently 
by itself only in regard to the Soul and its qualities of Pleasure, Pain, 
Cognition and so forth (Shdstradipika, pp. 21-22). 


CHAPTER V 
GOD 


(A) Accorpine ro SHapara, 


. ; elation- 

Pidtara-Bhisya (Irs. p. 22), discussing the question of ey 

ship between the Word and its meaning, has the fale a s cognised as 
‘There can be no Creator of this relation, because no Soul is cog 


sh a Creator, 
such by any of the means of cognition. If there had been such a 


ae moun- 
he could not have been forgotten ; just as in the case of Himalaya 
tains and such things, it wi 


: e 
ould be impossible to forget the Creator ec 
had been one. In fact, persons making use of the Veda = ad eel 
have some idea of the Creator of the relation between the words ei ee 
meanings...Even if the possibility of the said Creator being — for itt 
there, we could not admit of the Creator unless there were pins + <a 
Presumption (Arthapatti) cannot lead us to cognise a Creator; if ade of 
fact that in the absence of a Creator of word-relations, the mie waeaad 
words could never be coprehended,—then alone could we be oe nds 0f8 
deducing the Creator from Presumption. In reality, wiiaaas V re 
taught as accomplished entities, having the inherent power of ie Je are 
their meaning. What actually happens ig that, when older pe aie 
making use of words for their Own purposes, the younger men who Pay ple 
to hear these words are found to comprehend them; these an it 
also, when they were young, comprehended the meanings of words 


rehensio® 
by the older people of the time ; and so on the process of Sane 
has gone on, without any beginning in time...So long as this exp 

of the Comprehension of wor 


a ht to 
d-meanings ig available, it cannot be heath 
Presume a Creator, From all this it follows that there has been no 
of word-relationg’, 


2 a is no 
Under Sutra 1.1.97 et seq. it has been established that ther 
Composer of the Veda, 


Sitra 1.1.5 declares that 


it 
nd ! 
“the relation between the Word @ 
neaning is innate”_which als 


© denies the said Creator. 
(B) Accorping to PRABHAKARA, 


of Word-relations 
(pp. 174 et seq. 


f 
er? 
The ‘Creator’ has been denied, in the man? 
Shabara, in Brihati 


also Prakaranapatichika, p. 52)- 
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Prakarana-pafichika (p. 133 et seq.) supplies the following explana- 
tion :—The Mimdanrsaka lays great stress upon the denotativeness of Words 
being independent of personal agency, and inhering in the Words themselves, 
because, if it were not so, the validity of words and Verbal cognition would 
be based entirely upon the trustworthy character of the person pronouncing 
the words ;—and as the Mimamsaka denies any personal agency in the com- 
posing of the Veda, it would mean that no validity can be attached to the 
Veda itself—Nor can the Mimamsaka accept the Naiyayika’s point of view, 
by which the denotativeness of words is created and fixed by Conventions 
among people who introduce and make use of words for the first time— 
t.e., by God Himself in the first instance. This Nydya view necessitates 
the postulating of a ‘God’, ‘Creator,’ as the originator of words and verbal 
usages and hence also of the Veda. This militates against the Mimdmsaka’s 
doctrine of the self-sufficiency of the Veda, which must be independent of 
all personal agency. In fact, if the denotativeness of words depended 
entirely upon Conventions made by personal agencies, the Veda would be 
reduced to the position of a meaningless jumble of words ; however, accord- 
ing to the Mimamsaka the pre-eminent function of the Veda lies in the 
enjoining of certain acts accomplishing an Apurva—invisible subtle potency 
—leading up to certain results ; and as this Apdrva is something beyond the 
ken of any person, independently of the Veda, how could the deno- 
tativeness of those words of the Veda be fixed by any conventions made 
by any person? As no connection would be possible in regard to those words, 
all the Vedic texts containing those words would be meaningless. If a 
Creator-God were admitted, then as this God, being omniscient, would be 
possessed of the knowledge of all things, including the Aptrva, He would 
be ina position to lay down the necessary conventions. But for reasons 
stated above,—specially in view of the self-sufficiency of the Veda—the 
Mimarhsaka does not admit of such a God. Hence for the sake of the Veda— 
his all in all—he finds it necessary to stick to the view that all words and 
their denotations are beginningless and everlasting, idnependent of all 
conventions and Agencies. 

The Prabhakara view regarding God is set for 
Prakarana-patichiha, p. 187 et seq- It is as follows :— 

The Prabhakara denies a Oreator for the universe ; even though he 
admits that the universe is made up of component parts, and as such it 
must have had a beginning and an end in time,—yet he finds no reason for 
believing that the universe, as @ whole, has had a beginning at any one 
point of time, or that it would all come to an end at any one point of time ; 


th in great detail in 
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if the constituent factors of the Universe have a ageing pie 
ass h i dividually have their beginnings, one after the ma - 
ane Ma cease one after the other ; in fact, that is vine oom aa 
raat to be the case in every-day experience. Thus —_ icine by an 
true that certain factors of the Universe are brought a Adhere _this 
Ultra-mundane Supervisor—op ee nS oo things— 
could not be true of the Universe as a whole. There are 8 vl aout 
for instance, the bodies of men and animals,—which are = , thence 
into existence by the operation of their parents, and a Di tag, hapa 
supervising Agency. Nor is there any force in the sine Ja 8 od of 
that the Dharma-Adharma of man must have He BUPEEYIBONs a the 
intelligence and faculties higher than those of ondiaay mens : od Wawel 
Dharma-Adharma of the Body,—which itself is the — ° hom the 
Adharma—nust always belong to the same intelligent being to " uaeer 
body itself belongs ; any other being, howsoever seat cia can = Se 
any knowledge of the Dharma-Adharma of another being ; ve om ate 
mundane God could have no knowledge of the Dharma-Adharma o He 
that is born ag man or animal, etc.; and without such apes nee 
could not exercise any intelligent and effective control over it. ; ie “aan 
let us examine the character of the ‘Supervision’ that God is said to . ment 
over Dharma-Adharma,—(a) This ‘Supervision’ cannot be of the alities 
of Contact or Conjunction ; because Dharma and Adharma axe = aiyika 
and hence not capable of conjunction, which (according to ie af eile 
himself) ig possible for Substances only ;—(b) nor can the aoe other 
be of the nature of Inherence ; as the Dharma-Adharma inhering id oct 
Souls could not inhere in ‘God’ And as these two—Conjunction and oe i 
are the only possible forms of relationship, no other kind of ‘sup ae 
is possible . In the case of ordinary Agents,—e.g., the carpenter str 
‘Supervision? exercised consists in their contact with the tools and oe. 
ments, which. again are brought into contact with the wood-pieces SE”. 


ay: 
ry 18.2 
which the man works. This ig not possible in the case of God. ee 
Possible for the Sperations of God to have any effect upon the 
Adharma of Beings ; 


ce 
because Dharma-Adharma axe qualities, and ee 
they could not Come into contact with any operation of things—Nor tbe 
the action bringing about the creation of the Universe be held to lie ‘ nce 
Atoms which perate under the will of God, Because in all our ene 
We never come acrogg ny such supervision or guidance as would be Wee: 
such a process 3 all ‘Supervision’ or ‘guidance’ in fact is found to be 
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by Soul over that Body alone whichit ensouls by virtue of the Soul’s Dharma- 
Adharma ; and the Atoms can not be said to be such a ‘body’ of God ; hence 
He could not guide the activity of the Atom. Even if we grant such a 
‘body’ for God, the activity of such a body could not be due to His mere 
wish ; it must be due to an effort put forth by Him. Nor could these 
Wishes and Efforts be everlasting ; as that would make the activity of the 
Atoms also everlasting ; which would lead to the absurdity of an unceasing 
Creative Process. The argument as generally put forward by the Naiya- 
ytka in proof of the Creator-God is that—“The Body of man must have a 
Supervisor, because it is itself non-intelligent”. To this his opponent 
offers the counter-argument—that God cannot be such a Supervisor, . 
because He cannot have any motive in exercising this supervision. _We 
cannot deny the truth of the proposition that there is intelligent supervision 
only in cases where some purpose of the supervisor is served by the super- 
vision. Then again, the same argument that would prove the existence 
of the intelligent Supervisor would also prove that Supervisor to be an 
embodied or corporeal Being ; as the Naiydytka bases his argument upon 
the analogy of the carpenter supervising and guiding the making of wooden 
articles,—and as this carpenter, is also a corporeal being,—the analogy, 
extended further, would prove the supervising God also to be a corporeal 
Being. But, at the same time, we know that no corporeal being can exercise 
any effective and intelligent control over such subtle things as Atoms, Dharma 
and Adharma. Even if He did exercise such control. He himself, as a 
Corporeal Being, would have to be the creation of another super sso or 
creator, and so on and on ad infinitum. Thus then, the ‘supervision’ of 
the work of creation being impossible, it has to be septa as a never- 
ending process of things coming into existence and passing out of it, utes 
the influence of the Dharma-Adharma of the Souls ensouling those things ; 
and there is no reason for the assumption of an Ultra-Cosmic ‘God-Creator’.— 


(Prakaranapatichika, pp. 137 et. seq.) 


(C) AccorpING TO KumArILa 


This ig what we learn from the Shlokavartika (Chapter on Samban- 


dhaksepaparihara, 41 et. seq.). . 

The question of the Creator, God, is raised in connection with the 
eternality of Word and its meaning and the relation between the bo; 
The view has been held that the entire verbal process we upon ule will 
of God who set up, at the time of Creation, the convention upon which the 


entire process is based. 
6 
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Kumarila denies the beginning of any such Convention relating to 
the relation of Word and Meaning. 7 ; Kumarila. 
We do not admit of any ‘beginning of Creation’,—says K : ae 
The idea that “God created the world, as also Dharma and peer the 
with their means of accomplishment, also Words, their oe ce “ae 
relations between them, and also the Veda" cannot pot (God) Hin- 
impossible to prove as the existence of the Omniscient Person . ae 
self. This is the reason why this view has not been a sie ansilih 
any point of time when all this world did not axel —42,, apt = se iat 
by God—then what would have been the condition sel cae a da eat 
Where and in what form would the Creator Himself exist at uk em 
Who too was the person who would know the Creator at the aad the 
cribe Him to the people later on? How too could there ris is no body 
initial impulse to the activity of the Creator? As God could om , ae 
ete., at the time, how could He have a desire to create sia seri 
had a body then, that body could not have been ereated by ete : consist ? 
Water ete. being non-existent at the time, of what would God’s body sia 
As the world is found to be full of pain and suffering, it cannot be Fikes 
attribute its creation to God ; specially because at the beginning pee 
tion, the Merit or Demerit of men could not exist to which their iil to 
could be due.—No Agent can create anything without some aoe d 
Work upon and implements to work with.—Nor can Creation be 2 all be 
to God’s compassion towards beings ; for, at the outset, there wee if 
no beings towards whom the compassion would be directed : ecie nepey' 
Creation were due to compassion, the world would be made entirely Es 
Specially as the Creator being all-powerful, nothing could ania Goat 
compassionate activity. If any such extraneous agency did hamper been 
activity, then He could not be omnipotent.—What too could ae any 
is purposé in creating the world? No sane person undertake iil 
activity without some purpose. If His activity is purposeless, ne 5 
can He be an intelligent person? Te the activity of God be attribute id 
His desire for ‘Sport’, ‘Lila’ —then, He cannot be regarded as one who ary 
all his desires fulfilled, If He had to carry out all the operations necess py 
to create and carry on the world, then He would be too busy to be ae 
Over it, and regard it as ‘Sport’ (56).—If the desire to create was P yates 
by ‘compassion’, or ‘Sport’, then why should there be a consequent + be 
to dissolve the world? Even if such a Creator existed, He could as ome 
known by any means of knowledge ; even if He were perceptible ~ pe 
divine form (as is claimed for certain men) no one could ever perceive 
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as actually creating the world. We of the present day can have no know- 
ledge, either of the world at the time of Creation or of the Creator himself. 
The mere assertion by the Creator himself (as stated in the Upanishads 
regarding Prajdpati’s declaration about His desire to ‘multiply’ and so 
forth) is not enough to bring conviction to us.—If the whole worldly process 
were dependent upon the whim of the Creator, there would be no reasonable 
basis for the doctrine of Karma (72).—The wish or whim of God also could 
not arise without some cause to arouse it ; and the cause that would arouse 
God’s desire might very well be regarded as bringing about the things of the 
world themselves (73).—If all that the Theist is keen about is the theory 
that there must be some cause, some agency, that controls the world-process, 
then we are all agreed that the necessary controlling agency is provided by 
the ‘Karma’ of living beings ; and on this point there need be no difference 
of opinion (75).—The argument that “the bodies of men must have been 
created by God, because they are bodies’—would aply with equal force 
to the Body of God Himself, which is as much a ‘body’ as our own (77).— 
If God’s body be held to be inhabited and controlled by God Himself,— 
then the controller himself would be without a body. On the same analogy, 
if the Potter were regarded as the ‘controller’ of the Jar, then the Jar would 
not be something ‘controlled’ by the Potter (79).—The idea of a God with 
a body having been rejected, the controlling and supervising will have to be 
regarded as done by a bodiless God ; and yet no effort is possible for a bodiless 
being : how can any supervision be exercised without effort ? Mere goa 
or wish cannot be enough. Even if such effort on the part of a bodiless 


how could the unconscious Atoms become active by 


being were possible, : : 
e conscious or inte- 


the mere wish of the intelligent Person? It is only th 
lligent servant who acts in accordance with the wish of the conscious or 
intelligent master (82).—Then, there is the other theistic view that before 
the beginning of Creation the Supreme Self alone exists, a ie te 
Self, by His own wish, evolves out of Himself the ane a ae 0 - 
things of the world. But that Supreme Self being all-pure, or a 

he evolve out of Himself things that are not pute (82) ?—The impurities 
in the shape of suffering and pain have beon regarded as the effect of Dharma- 
Adharma ; and these would not be there in the case of the Supreme Self, 
who is self-sufficient and pure ; so that He would not he she source of any 
evolution that can proceed only from Ignorance and Illusion (84).—If those 


‘impurities’ are attributed to some other cause, then the theory of sane Cause’ 
85).—If the Tgnorance or Illusion to which the impuri- 


b . 
Ce mae © due are inherent in the Supreme Self, then it must 


ties and imperfections ar 
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Ve we ing i , Essence of » One 
be irrevocable ; as it would be entering into the very Essence of the oa 
V i j ause of Creation. 

Cause (86).—So much for the edantic conception of the cause of Creati 


As regards the Sankhya view that Creation is due, not to the - aa 
of an intelligent Soul or Personality, but to the action and reaction : 
Gunas, it has to be explained how the first and initial antihe of the : pia 
began. Before the Creation, there could not be any ‘Karma’ of past ' 
sonalities, to which the activity could be due ;—nor could there _ fe! 
wrong notions ;—nor Hatred and Love etc. ; nor any mental opera om 
of any kind (87-88).—It has been sought to be explained that the a my 
of all trouble lies in the ‘Karma’ that are still there in their latent state. : 
But, as a matter of fact, no effect is ever found to proceed from a 
in the latent stage (89).—If Karma in the latent stage were to be Ss 
the world and all attendent troubles, then there could be no freedom i 
those, as, in its latent stage, the Karma would always be there at < 
may be that the Krama themselves are the product of Tigneieakioe ; uy 
even so, they could not be set aside by mere knowledge : as there 8 ¢ 7 
to prove that it is so (98).—If, then the view is that “bondage aa a ie 
Karma and Karma is due to Ignorance,—and when one has attaine “a 
knowledge of difference between Soul and Matter,—then the Cause, nail 
shape of Ignorance, having ceased, the effect, in the shape of Harts ae 
to appear, whence Bondage ceases and Liberation comes about,” — nee 
the difficulty is that the cessation of Ignorance might stop the ape 
of more Karma and the consequent Bondage s—but it cannot stop “is 
reaction and fruition of all past Karma (101).—There is no basis ce i 
assumption that...there is Creation and Evolution of the World, consist 
in the birth and destruction of all things” (113), 

The fact of there being no Ominiscient 
ing arguments set forth in Shlokavartika (und 


As a matter of fa 


Person is proved by the ad 
er Su. 1 1. 2, verses 117 to 151): 


ct no one ever meets with anyone who knows ret 

thing, who ig omniscient ; nor can there be any reliable inference of t pa 
having been one in the past ; nor is there again any verbal authority ie 

believing in any Omniscient Person. How too could reliance be pla ip 
on the verbal assertion of another person? There can be no Eternal ae 

ture Speaking of any omniscient person ; in case any passage wore fo iw 
in the eternal Scripture, it could only be an Artharvada : for if it did a 

Speak of a rea] person, it could not be eternal ; and it has been proved bey? aD 

da is eternal, no other means of knowledge © 
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that—‘‘Buddha has declared ‘I am omniscient’, and this assertion must 
be true, because it has been made by Him, like his assertion regarding 
the heat of Light,““—this is invalidated by the counter-argument—“My 
assertion that Buddha and other persons were not omniscient must be true, 
because it has been made by me, just like the assertion that Fire is hot and 
bright”. In fact this argument of mine is more reliable than yours, because 
the fact of the assertion being made by me is directly perceived, while the 
fact of Buddha having made the assertion regarding his own omniscience 
can, at best, be proved only by means of inferences.—Nor can the idea 
of there having been an omniscient Person be based upon an unbroken 
‘memory’ (tradition)—because there is an equally strong tradition to the 
contrary, that Buddha was a hypocrite,—because the idea of omniscience 
itself is inherently impossible——and because the idea has been accepted 
by very few men. That the very idea is absurd is clear from the fact that 
whether or not a certain person is omniscient—t.e., possesses the right 
knowledge of all things—cannot be ascertained by men who do not them- 
selves know, and hence can verify, His knowledge of all things ; so that 
unless one is himself omniscient, he cannot recognise another person to 
be omniscient ; hence there should be, not one, but many omniscient persons - 
(135)—There is another theory—that “all Persons—.e., their Souls—are 
inherently omniscient ; and the fact of all men, in actual life, not knowing 
all things is due to the Soul being fettered and disabled by the limitations 
of the body and the sense-organs” (141).—The objection against this theory 
is that this idea of the omniscience of all persons could be derived only 
from the words of some persons, and the reliability of these words would 
be dependent entirely upon the fact of those persons being omniscient. 
This is also against common experience, by which it is found that men are 
more untruthful than truthful.—The case of the Vedic tradition is different 
from the Buddhist tradition, in so far as the former is not based on the 
omniscience of any single person,—it is inherent in the Veda, the reliability 
of which is perfect and discernible by men of the present, as it has been 
in the past (151).—The untruthful character of men does not affect the re- 
liability of the Veda, because it is not the work of a personal author. 
God, as world-creator, is denied by Kumarila ; but as to whether 
this denial applies also to the Parama-Atman, the Super-Soul, has been 
felt to be doubtful. On the authority of a comparatively recent work, 


the Sarvasiddhantasangraha, it seems that Kumarila was a believer in a 
a-Souls and in the identity of these with the Super-Soul ; 


multiplicity of Ji 
aaa d eternal and is present in all Jtva-Souls. This 


this Super-Soul is one an 
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Vebning of the Vedanta also; and the Shlokavartika ends its treaties 
’ with the declaration that sound knowledge of the Soul is to be 


lief and should have left it to be inferred from his 
cence » which too does not necessarily indicate his belief 
in the Super-Soul, 


MevNh Iblis true that the benedio 


tory opening verse of the Shlokavartika 
- invokes ‘God’, in the shap 


eof Shiva, But itis open toa different explanation 


_also ; as pointed out by the Nydyaratnakara. Nor does it necessarily imply 
- belief in the Super Soul, one, indivisible, permeating all Souls and all things. 


CHAPTER VI 
REALITY OF THE EXTERNAL WORLD 


_ (A) Accorpine To SHabara 

As regards the things of the world, the Mima@saka is a confirmed 
Realist. He believes in the reality of the External World, and every writer 
on the system, from the earliest times, has tried his best to refute the several 
forms of Idealism that have held ground in the field of Indian Philosophy. 

Shabara-Bhasya (‘Trans., p. 12)—In attacking the validity of Sense- 
Cognition, the Idealist says,—“All Cognition is baseless,—%.e., without 
a real subsratum in the external world,—as is clear from the case of Dream- 
Cognition. In the case of Dreams, we have found that Cognition has no 
real objective substratum.—Waking Cognition is also a Cognition ;—hence 
Waking Cognition also can have no real objective substratum.—It is true 
that the Cognition that one has in the waking stage is perfectly definite 
and determinate. But the same may be said of Dream-Cognition also, 
which is quite definite and determinate till the time of waking.—It may 
be argued that the Dream-Cognition becomes sublated, rejected as false, 
as soon as the man wakes up.—But from the fact of both being of the nature 
of Cognition, it can be presumed that the Waking Cognition also will, in due 
course of time, become sublated and rejected”. 

Such a presumption, however, would be justifiable only if the falsity 
of Dream-Cognition were due to its being a Wognmion: uy, if the falsity 
of Dream-Cognition were due to the fact that it cognises, apprehends, 
things,—then inasmuch as Waking Cognition also apprehends things and 
is a Cognition in that sense, this also would be equally alse. As a matter 
of fact, however, the falsity of Dream-Cognition 1s interred from euher 
that it becomes sublated, on waking, by a Cognition 
ter of fact, Dream appears only while one is 
sleepy—only half asleep, when the mind is not quite mlerts just hae and 
after deep sleep—during which no dreams appear, —while the pas ater 
and his mind is not really perceptive. It is this eee thes is the cause 

re is no sleepiness when the 


of the falsity of Dream-Cognition, and as the ¥ 
man wakes up and the Mind is quite alert, there 1s no reason why the Cognition 


during this state should be false. It is possible that during the waking 
state also there may be some defect in the cognitive process and organs ; 
but whenever there és such a defect, it becomes detected sooner or later 
and the Cognition is declared to be false.—(Shabara-Bhasya, Trs., p. 12). 


reasons ; for instance, 
to the contrary. As a “matter 
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“But’—says the opponent—“as a matter of fact, Cognition is an 
empty void, 7.e., devoid of any foundation in the external world ; because 
we do not perceive any difference in form between the Cognition and its 
object ; what is apprehended by the senses is only the Cognition ; from 
which we conclude that there is no form or shape of any object apart from 
that Cognition itself”, 


Shabara’s answer to this is as follows :—This would be so if the Cognition 
had the form of the Object ; as a matter of fact, however, Cognition has no 
form ; it is only the external object that has form, and is actually apprehended 
as existing in external space. Then again, the objective of the Sense- 
Cognition is the Object, not another Cognition ; and thus for the simple 
reason that Cognition, having only a momentary existence, (especially 
according to the Buddhist Idealist), could never continue to exist till the 
appearance of the other Cognition of which it could form the objective. 
Further, it is only after the Object becomes cognised that the person comes 
to cognise the Cognition, which he does through a subsequent Inference : 
the existence of the Cognition being only inferred from the fact of the Object 
having been cognised. Thus there can be no simultaneity between the 
Cognition of the Object and the Cognition of that Cognition. It may be true 
that it is the Cognition of the object that appears first, but it is not the 
first to become cognised ; it sometimes happens that even a cognised obj ae 
18 spoken of as not-cognised ; when, for instance, one is speaking of the 
past, he says, ‘I never knew this thing though in reality he really knew 
vis ee a iit of the Cognition is never apprehended except d 

ject; which could not be the case if they were cognise 


simultaneously, Hence the Cognition can never be regarded as the objectiv® 
of Sense-perception. :. 


gnition and the Object cognised, 
therefore cannot be denied. q 
ognition and the Object cognise”? 
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it might be possible to have the cognition of the cloth, when the object before 
the eye is the jar. 

All this goes to prove that the Cognition has a real substratum in 
the external world.—(Shabara-Bhasya. Trs., pp. 12—15). 

In the above account, Shabara has disposed of Idealism in both its 
forms—in the common form where the reality of the External Object alone 
is denied, while that of the Idea or Cognition is admitted,—as momentary, 
by the Buddhist, and as permanent by the Vedantin,—and also in the extreme 
form of the Buddhist Nihilism, Shinyavada, according to which all is . 
‘Shinya, mere ‘Void’—This latter extreme view, however, has been 
confuted by implication only; the direct confutation has been directed 
entirely to the proving of the reality of the external object : the idea being 
that when the reality of the Object has been established, that of the Idea 
or Cognition cannot be denied. 

According to the interpretation of the Brhati, there is no reference 
to the extreme Nihilism, in the Bhasya, when it speaks of ‘Shinya,’ “Void ;’ 
all that it means is that the Cognition is ‘VOID’—t.e., devoid of all external 
background.—This same interpretation of the Bhasya has the support of 
Kumarila also, according to whom the question considered by the Bhasya 
with the words ‘Shdnyastu, etc’. is—Is it a fact that Cognition is able to 
function only when Objects like the Pillar have a real existence in the 
external world ?—or is it that Cognition rests in itself, and not in any 
object extraneous to itself ? 


(B) Prapuaxara’s Vinw OF THE Reauity or THE ExterNaL WorLD 
The Idealist having put forward the view that “there is no real Object 
in the external world ; whenever we have the cognition of things,—like the 
wall, for instance,—it is baseless, being due entirely to the Vasand, Predis- 
present in the mind of the congniser”,—the answer of Prabhakara 


position, 
—Whenever we have to find out the 


is as follows :—(Brhatt, p. 69 et. seq.) 
cause of a certain effect, we always assume a cause which accounts for 


the appearance of the effect,—and not one which would be destructive of 
the effect. In the case of Dreams and other Cognitions, the Cognition that 
rly manifests external things; this effect in the form of such 
Jained except on the basis of the real existence 
when one thing is not possilbe without another, 


the latter is regarded as its cause. Hence the only right view is that it is the 
external thing which is the cause, the basis, of the said Cognition. In fact, 
no Cognition is ever apprehended as being without an external basis. For 


7 


appears clea 
a Cognition cannot be exp. 
of the external things ; and 
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these reasons, the Perception brought about by the senses cannot be due 
merely to the Predisposition present in the mind of the observer, ee 
dreams may certainly be accounted for on the basis of this Predisposition due 
to the thoughts and anxieties in the mind of the man when going to along 
butitisnotsoinallcases, In any case it isnotsoin the case of our Th tte 
Cognition, which is perfectly well-defined. In cases of Wrong singe 
of things, what happens is that there is no Cognition of the things at a, 
not that the thing cognised has no existence in the external world. 


Says the Idealist,—“Cognition is the property of the Soul, or of the 
Mind, or of Consciousness itself.—What is meant is that Sarivil ira 
Ideation, or Perception) is actually perceived; if it were not percelve 
then there could be no perception of things at all; and yet what is formless 
cannot be perceived. There is only one form, in the shape of what * 
perceived ;—e.g., a particular odour ; this is the form therefore which mus 
belong to the Percepeion ; this Sariwit-(Perception) is not in the form of the 
Soul, or of the Mind ; as these two exist even without the Cognition ; ae 
Perception (Sarhwit) cannot be identified with the Soul or with the Mind. 
It is only right to identify it with Consciousness (Jit@na) ; so that what 
is perceived is only the Samwit, Objective Ideation, not any external object 
in the shape of Sound and the rest”. 


=, 78) i8 
What is meant by the Idealist (says the Rjuvimala, p. 78) 3 


’ ad 
as follows :—“What is perceived is the Sarvit (Objective Ideation) ; } 


there were two distinct factors in the Perception—in the shape of Cog yoig 
(Jiiana) and Object, then there would be three forms in the Perception—(1- . 
the Perception, Samwit itself, 2. of Consciousness and 3. of the Object). 
While what is actually manifested is only one form, the Blue, for instan? 
If this Blue colour belonged to the Object or to Consciousness, then the 
Perception (Saniwit, the Objective Ideation) itself would be formless, oe 
hence imperceptible; and if the Perception is imperceptible, the da 
and Consciousness also would be imperceptible. Hence, Cognition mu* 
be regarded as devoid of any corresponding real external object”. ; 
Probhakara’s Siddhdnta on this matter is as follows —(Byhat 
Bjuvimala, pp. 80 et. seq.)—The Sarit (Perception, Objective Ideation) 
and the Object—both are perceived ; not so Consciousness (Jnana) io) 
though the form perceived is one only, yet the Perception (Sazwit) is nob ie 
only entity involved, because both—Perception as well as the Object 
een manifested in every act of Perception. Though the Ss puny 
’ ed) by itself is formless, yet it is perceptible, because the for : 
a which it appears is only that of the resultant of the act of Perceptio? ’ 
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and this Resultant does not stand in need of another form. The Jana 
has to be admitted as the direct cause of the said Samvit, which could not 
come about without cause. The question arising as to what is Jana (Cogni- 
tion)—the answer is that it is the cause leading to the effect in the form 
of the said Objective-Ideation or Perception. This effect, in the form of 
Objective-Ideation, must have a cause; the permanent Soul cannot be 
that cause ; for were it so, then the TIdeation also would have to be eternal ; 
but the Cognition that is inferred is a fleeting one ; and when this Cognition 
is inferred as the cause of Perception or Objective Ideation, it is so only in 
the form of Blue and such external things. Thus all Cognitions must be 
based upon real objects. 

The next question is—‘“If the Blue Object is what is perceived, how 
about the Perception itself? Is it perceived or not? If it is not perceived, 
its existence should not be admitted’’—The answer to this is as follows :— 
(Br., pp. 82 et. seq.) The Perception (or Objective Ideation) is certainly 
perceived, but it is perceived as Perception, not as a perceptible object ; 2.e., 
itself not as the object of another Perception ; 
anifests itself; ib is not necessary that 
d be percieved as an object. When 


the Perception is perceived by 
even without being an object, it m 
everything that is perceived shoul 
therefore the term ‘perceptible’ is applied to Perception, it is only in the 
sense of its being perceived directly, by itself, not in the sense of its forming 
the object of sensuous cognition. The said Perception cannot be regarded 
as unpereeived, because it is on the basis of Perception itself beng perceptible 
that things perceived are regarded as such. This Perception (Samvit) 
however leads on to Cognition (Jina), which is puely inferred as the cause 
of the said Perception or Objective Ideation. The inference is this :—This 
Objective Tdeation (Perception) is an effect ;—it must therefore have a 
cause ; this cause is the Jfidna (Cognition). As a matter of fact, all men 
are cognisant of this two-fold form—one the effect in the form of the Samwuit, 
Perception, the Objective Ideation, and the other the causes, in the form 
of the Jaana, Cognition. Thus then apart from the Objective Ideation or 
Perception, thre is the Cognition and also the Object.—(Br., p- 83.) 
Prabhakara (By., p. 84) has also drawn a distinction between the 
terms ‘Saivedyw (Perceptible) and ‘Praméeyv’ (Cognisable). It is Perception 
is clearly manifested as a factor ; while in 


where the form of the object 
hence no other form ; 


Pramiti or Cognition there is no Objective Ideation, 
consequently Cognition cannot be regarded as perceptible 3 also because 
Cognition is fleeting, momentary ; hence at the time that the Cognition of 
that Cognition appears it will have ceased to exist; hence it could not be 
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perceived.—Hence it follows that—‘Until the Object has been cognised, 
no one apprehends the Cognition ; it is only after the Object has been 
cognised that the Cognition comes to be inferred’ (Shabara). 


From all this we conclude that the entire cognitive phenomenon 18 


not based wholly upon Vasanas, Predispositions, it is, based upon real 
objects in the external world: 


(C) Reatrry or tar Externat Wortp Accorpinc To KuMARILA 


The Mimarsaka lays stress upon the reality of the external world, 
because, if Cognition had no real basis in the external world, all that has 
been declared in the Veda in regard to the worldly and supernatual results 
following from actions would be meaningless. (Shlo. Va.—Niralamban- 
vida, 3).—The needs of the situation cannot be met by postulating the 
‘Illusory Reality’ of things; because what is real cannot be illusory, and 
what is illusory cannot be real (6).—Whatever is is real, whatever is 70 id 
unreal ; and there can be no two kinds of reality—true reality and untrue 
(illusory) reality (10).—The opposite view is represented by (1) the Yoga- 
chara—Buddhist Idealist—who postulates the Cognition, Idea, Vijnan% 
but without a real substratum in the external world ; and (2) by the M adhya- 
mika—Buddhist,—the Nihilist—who does not admit even the Idea. Both 
are agreed as to the wnreality of the external world (14-15). 


This is the reason why the Mimémsaka makes it his business 
demolish the arguments set forth by the Tdealists and Nihilists and seeks i 
establish, by his own arguments, the reality of the external world. Kv manila 
has done this in great detail in the two chapters of his Shlokavartika where 
ne shows that the reasonings set forth by the other party are entirelY 
fallacious, even on technical logical grounds.—The main positive argument 
ee Kumarila has put forward in support of the Reality of things is this— 
The idea that Cognitions have a real basis in the external world must be 
true,—because it is an idea that is never sublated,—just as the idea ° 
Dreams being false is never sublated” (79).—He goes a step further, an 
declares (107-108) that even Dream-Cognition is not entirely devoid of bes 
external basis ; even there we have the cognition of external things 3 we 
this difference that the things cognised are cognised as things related 


a Soe time other than the real ones.—Similarly in all ee : 
rong Cognition, there is always some sort of external basis. —Not x 
we admit of the Idealist? 


c ts 
oh Vita : 8 explanation that all cognitions are the proces 
and, Predisposition—and hence they need not presuppose aD exter? 
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hasis. Because mere verbal jugglery—the using of the word ‘Vasana’— 


cannot explain away the real state of things —(Niralambanavada, 107 et. seq.) 


ognised fact that what is apprehended by @ 


It is a universally ree 
cognition is something which is endowed with a definite colour, size and 
ed is—To what does all this 


shape.—The question that has to be consider 
colour, ete., belong? To the Cognition itself? or to something exterior 
to it 2 (Shanyavada, 8-9). 

The Idealist view is that the colour, etc,. that are apprehended belong 
to the Cognition or the Idea itself, so that there is no need for postualating 
an external object,—especially because all parties are agreed that the 


colour, etc., are manifested in the Cognition (19) ;—there is no proof of the 


fact that the Cognition has any connection with an external object 
ved by the fact that ib 


(49).—That the form belongs to the Cognition is pro 
is apprehended when the Cognition is there, and not apprehended when the 
Cognition is not there (58). 

Kunarila’s answer to this is as follows :—According to the Idealist’s 
view the Cognition itself would be both what apprehends and what is appre- 
hended ; which is absurd (64). Cognition cannot be both apprehender and 
the apprehended ; both parties are agreed that it is the apprehender ; so 
that the apprehended must be something other than the Cognition (147 -148). 
—In as much as a Cognition cannot apprehend itself, what is apprehended 


by it must be something exterior to itself; and on account of the diversity 


of the causes of Cognition,—such causes consisting of the Sense-organs, 


ete,—it is only one cbject that is apprehended by one Cognition, not all 


objects by all Cognitions. Whatever object is presented to us in whatever 


form by the Cognition as apprehended by itself is naturally acceped by 
us to be of that form (225—227). 

The Shastradipika (p. 37) explains that the Perception of an object 
ends, not in a further cognition of that Perception, but in the Aparoksya 
or Pratyaksata —.¢., Direct Apprehendedness—ot that object,—and that 
every act of Perception involves a certain relationship between the perceiver 
and the perceived,—the former being the Agent and the latter the Object. 
This Agent-Object relationship is not possible without some activity on the 
part of the Agent ; hence the presence of this Relationship leads to the 
Inference of its invariable concomitant,—vi2., the action of the Agent; 
and it is this action, which in the case of knowledge, is known as Cognition ; 


and it has been shown to be inferable from the relationship between the cog- 


nising Soul and the cognised Object. 


CHAPTER VII 


THINGS OF THE WORLD ; 

We have seen that the things of the World—the Objects of Cogni- 
tion—are real. Now there arises the question—What are these rt t 
Under what general heads are they classified by the Mimdmsaka ? icy 
far we have not met with any systematic account of these ‘Paddrthas’ ot 


a : i ; artika or in the 
categories, in the Bhasay, or in the Brhati or in the Shlokavartika or in th 
Lantravirtika, 


(A) Smapara. 
The only indication that we find in the Bhasya is under Sii, 10.3.445 


where ‘kinds of things’ are mentioned as Dravya (Substance), G una (Quality), 
Karma (Action) and Avayava (Constituent Part). 
(B) PrapydKara, 


As regards the Prabhakara vi 


ew, we gleam the following from Pre 
haranapatichika :-— 


Prefacing the proof of ‘Similarity’ as a distinct category (on p- et 
it says that it cannot come under any of the well-known eategories—Su ; 
stance, Quality, Action, Community, Inherence and Ultimate Ind ache : 
which are precisely the six categories of the Vaishesika, But in regard ‘ 
the last, Ultimate Individuality, it adds that ‘People learned in this Spe 
do not accept any such category’. From this it is clear that Pritbhikar , 
admits the first five categories of the Vaishesika, and he posits Meier 
in place of the Vaisheshika’s ‘Vishésa, (Ultimate Individuality) Pe is 
Same work (on the same page, 110) provides the following account of pt 
‘Similarity’ —It ig Something entirely different from Substance and 


: . ; ; ess 
other Categories, as ig proved by the fact that it enters into our Conscious? 
exactly in th 


is the sole ¢; 


ig @ 
any comprehensive Conception (says Brhat, MS p. 86).—Inherence is 
kind of Relation, 


hence Similarity cannot be classed under that. 
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regards the Vaishesika category of ‘Vishésa’, Ultimate Individuality, it is 
only the quality of Separateness, which separates—differenciates—the 
ultimate substances in the shape of Atoms. Whatever it is, it is quite 
contrary to Similarity. For these reasons Similarity must be regarded 
as a distinct category ; it is apprehended as subsisting in perceptible things, 
through the apprehension of such qualities, actions and constituents as are 
common to the things concerned. 

Force, Power, as a distinct category—We 


As regards, Shakti, Potency, 
82) as follows :—Everything 


learn from the Prakaranapattchika (pp. 81- 
in the world is found to be possessed of some sort of Shakte, Potency, Power 
or Capacity ; it cannot be perceived, but it can be inferred ; for instance, 
a certain Effect, in the shape of Burning ; 
but the same Fire, when under the influence of certain incantations, fails 
to bring about that effect ; there has been no change in the visible form 
of the Fire that can account for this phenomenon, the visible form of the 
Fire remaining exactly the same in both cases. This leads us to the con- 
clusion that there is something in the Fire by virtue of which it can Burn, 
and in the absence whereof it cannot burn. From this we are led on to 
conclude that in all things there is something which enables them to produce 
their Effects, being deprived of which they are unable to do so. To this 
imperceptible something, we give the name ‘Shakti, Potency Power, or Capa- 
city.—In eternal things this Potency is eternal, but in transitory things 
it is brought into existence along with the things themselves. This Shakey 
cannot be the same as Samshara, Embellishment ; as this latter is ephemeral 


in Eternal things also. 


net 
Fire is always seen to bring about 


Karman, ‘Action’, also is one of the perceptible categories. When 
a thing moves, what we actually see is, not the moving of the thing, but 
only the various conjunctions and disjunctions that the thing passes through 
with certain points in space ; the expression ‘the thing moves’ also refers to 
these-same conjunctions and disjunctions ; and yet these conjunctions 


and disjunctions cannot be regarded as the ‘Action’ of moving, because the 
thing, while the conjunctions and 


Action subsists entirely in the active ony 
disjunctions subsist in outside points of space; and as it is only these 
Action cannot be held to be 


conjunctions and disjunctions that are seen, # cane 
(from the gaid conjunctions and disjunc- 


perceptible : it can only be inferred sod 
tions), (Prakaranapafichtka, PP- 78-79.) This is not admitted by the 
followers of Kumarila (see Shastradiptha, P- 50). 

Samavaya, Inherence, Prakaranapatchikd, (pp. 26-27) cannot 


says the 
be regarded as everlasting ; tually found to be ephemeral ; 


because it is ac 
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for instance. the Inherence between the Community and the Individual 
comes into existence when that Individual is produced, and perishes as 
soon as that Individual perishes. 


As regards Substance, we find four—Earth, Water, Air and Fire— 
mentioned in the Prakaranapafichika (p. 24), where also we find the term 
‘Gaganadayah’ ; so Gagana, Akisha, would be the fifth ; (6) Atman, Soul, 
is admitted to be a Substance under the chapter called Tattvaloka, where 
also (7) Manas, Mind, is mentioned as a Substance whoso contact with the 
Soul brings about Cognition, Pleasure and Pain ete. Again on p. 84, we 
find the Eternal Substances enumerated, wherein, a part from Atoms, Akasha 
and Atman (Soul), we also find Time (8) and Space (9). As regards T'amas, 
Darkness, which some people regard as a Substance by itself, the Prakarane 
paitchika (pp. 142-145) says it is only absence of Light. Of the Substances, 
Earth, Water, Air and Fire are perceptible by the visual as also by the 
Tactile Organ; Akdsha and the rest cannot be regarded as perceptible, 
because they cannot be seen or touched or heard. (Prakaranaparchika, 
Be 24). Akasha cannot be seen by the eye, because it is devoid of colour 5 
if it had colour, it would also be tangible ; as Colour and Tangibility go 
together, the whiteness that appears in Akasha belongs to the patches of 
Fire hanging in the atmosphere ; and the Darkness noticed at night is not 
the quality of anything, it is only absence of Light ; if it were something 
positive, it would be visible during the day also. (Prakaranaparicltht 
pp. 143-144.) In this connection it may be noted that as Akasha is u- 
perceptible, it cannot form one of the constituents of the Body- Though 
Akasha cannot be perceived, it can be inferred as the Substratum of Sound 5 
Sound cannot belong to the source from which it proceeds, because the organ 
of Hearing can apprehend only what it can get at, reach, and ib can nevet 
get at the source of Sound. (Prakaranapatichika, p. 145) 


The touch of Air is neither hot nor cold ; its apparent coolness is due 
to the water-particles hanging in the Air, and the Heat to the fire-particles 
floating in it. (Ibid’. pp. 77-78). 

Among Qualities, Colour, Taste, Odour, Touch, Number, Dimensio™ 
Separateness, Conjunction, Disjunction, Priority, Posteriority, Pleasure 
a Desire, Aversion and Effort are perceptible.—Conjunction 18 of three 
(3) ara pene member, (2) Due to the action of either of them 2” 

ue to another Conjunction, (Pra. Pai., pp. 26 and 151). 


Composite Wholes or A Fire 
a ggregates are of f inds— Water, *- 
and Air; the first three are 2 leer aaah 


eae; ; re 
of large dimensions, and having colour, * 
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perceptible by the senses, by the organ of Zouch and by the organ of Viston. 
Air being devoid of colour, is perceptible by the organ of Zouch alone— 
The Atoms of these substances are, by their very nature, imperceptible ; 
so also is the compound of two atoms ; as the large dimension, which is a 
necessary condition in all perceptibility, is present only in such substances 
as have many, é.e., not less than three constituent particles —Akasha, 
Time and Space, even though of large Dimensions, are not perceptible, as 
they are devoid of Touch and Colour. 

This is all we can glean from Prabhakara Sources, but a comparatively 
recent work, the Sarvasiddhantarahasya supplies us with the following 
information.—According to the Prabhakara, there are the following cate- 
gories—Substance, Quality, Action, Community, Paratantrata (which appears 
to be the same as Subsistence or Inherence), Shakti (Potency, Power, 
Capacity), Similarity and Number. Action is inferred from the disjunction 
of a thing from one point in Space and its conjunction with another. in- 
herence is not Eternal, because it subsists in perishable things also, and 
being a relation thereof, it could not be eternal. Nor can it be one; it is 
as many as there are things in the world, Potency, Power or Capacity 
is the common name given to that by virtue of which, Substances, Qualities 
and Actions and Communities come to be regarded as the ‘Cause’ of things ; 
it is to be inferred from particular Effects ; it is Eternal in Eternal things, 
and perishable in perishable things. Similarity, like Potency, cannot come 
under any other category, and hence has to be regarded as a distinct cate- 
gory. The ‘Vishesa’, Ultimate Individuality, of the Vaishesika cannot be 


a category ; because the differentiation among Eternal things—like Akasha, 
Vishésa has been posited—can 


‘Atoms, etc.,—for the purpose whereof the 

always be done on the basis of the ordinary qualities'of the things concerned. 
gs the mention in this work of ‘Number’ as a 
pears to be clearly wrong ; as the Prakarana- 
‘Quality’. 


Apart from other thin 
distinct category by itself ap 
pafichika (on p. 54) speaks of Number as a 


In reference to Darkness as a Substance, and its perceptibility, there 
sting verse current among Pandits :— 

at get aearg aeafafe are aad 

ware oft ware Pafre 7 AAT HIATT: \ 

acta aaa fafrafagaterataat 

amtaed ae waren aot gaeT ; 

“The Upholder of Darkness as n independent Bubsience argues— 

‘Darkness is a Substance, because it is black, like the Jar,’—whereupon 


8 


is an intere! 
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the other party puts forward the confutation—‘If it had colour, it should 
be amenable to Touch also’.—In order to weaken the force of this con- 
futation, says the poet, the fair-faced girl bears the mass of black hair, in 
order to show that Darkness is both dark-coloured and tangible.” 


(C) Tunes or tax Wortp—Accorpinc to KumARILA. 
The Sarvasiddhantarahasya has the following :— 


All categories, according to the Bhatia, are classed under two heads— 
Bhiva, Positive, and Abhava, Negative. The latter is of four kinds— 
Prior Negation, Utter Destruction, Absolute Negation and Mutual Nega- 
tion.—Positive categories, there are four,—viz., Substance, Quality, Action 
and Community. Of Substance, there are eleven—Karth, Water, Fire, 
Air, Akasa, Space, Time, Soul, Mind, Darkness and Sound. Some people 
mention Gold as the twelfth. Of Qualities, there are thirteen—viz., Colour, 
Taste, Odour, Touch, Dimension, Separateness, Conjunction, Disjunction, 
Priority, Posteriority, Gravity, Fluidity and Viscidity—Of Actions there 
are five—viz., Throwing upwards and the rest.—Communities there are two— 
Higher and Lower. Shakti (Potency) and Sadyshya (Similarity) 47° 
included under ‘Substance.’ Of Potency, there are two kinds—Saha@, 
Inborn, and Adhyeya, Extraneous, Imposed from without. 

All that we can glean from the original Bhatta sources is as follows :— 

‘Similarity’ cannot be a distinct category by itself; if it were 80, be 
could not account for the varying degrees of Similarity between things and 
things. Nor is there any reason for regarding it as a category ; in faoh 
it consists only in the presence in one thing of the character and condition® 

-present in another thing.’ (Shastradipika, p. 52). 

As regards Karman, Action, it is not something to be i/fer’ ved (08 
held by Prabhdkara), it is directly perceived.—It cannot be regarded 95 
only Inferred ; because it could be inferred only as the non-constituen? 
cause of the conjunctions and disjunctions of the active object with a 
in space ; and as such, it would have to be cognised as subsisting in tha 
thing as well as in Space. As a matter of fact, however, it is cognised in the 
thing only. Action must be regarded as perceived ; we actually see ee 
thing passing through certain conjunctions and disjunctions with points 
in Space ;:but the Cognition that we have is that what brings about Beg 
conjunctions and disjunctions lies in the thing and not in Space ; and the 


‘which forms the-basis of this cognition is called the Action of the thine 
(Shastradipika, p. 50). 
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Samavaya, ‘Inherence’, is denied—(vide Shlokavartika 1.1.4, Pratyaksa, 
146—150)—as a relation, between the Community and the Individual, 
for instance. Because so long as the Individual has not come into existence, 
there can be no real relation, as there is only one of the two relatives con- 
cerned ; and after the Individual has come into existence, before the relation 
has been established, it cannot be regarded as a permanent, inseparable, 
relationship. In fact the relationship cannot be anything distinct from 
the things themselves among whom it is supposed by the Vaishésika to 
subsist. 


CHAPTER VII 
HEAVEN 


The name ‘Heayen’ is applied to that happy state which is entirely 
free from all touch of pain, and which, as such, is desired by all 
men. ((Prakaranapafichika, pp. 102-103.) This is a paraphrase of the 
well-known definition provided in the Vishnu-Purana— 

aa gaa fafead aa WAAR I 
afrerarttt 4 aq 14 FITTS WN 

Sukha, Happiness, Pleasure, is not mere absence of pain. In the 
absence of pain what we feel is only that there is no pain ; the feeling being 
purely negative ; so that what we are conscious of in the Soul by itself is as 
without pain, not as with some positive quality. On the other hand, when 
we feel happy or pleased, we are conscious of something positive,—a positive 
quality, as belonging to the Soul ; or more exactly, the Soul as endowed with 
a positive quality.—(Prakaranapatichika, p. 149.) 


1 


CHAPTER IX 
JATI 


(A) Jart, SAMANYA,—Crass, Genus, Communrry, ‘UNIVERSAL’ 
Preliminary Note. 


The Nydya-Sitra and its commentaries have drawn a distinction’ 
between the terms ‘Jati’ and ‘Akyti’, the former is used in the usual sense: 
of the ‘Universal’, but the latter is used in the sense of ‘Configuration’ ; 
and according to them the denotation of the Word consists collectively 
in Vyakti (Individual), Akyti (Configuration or Figure) and Jati (Universal). 
(Nydya-Sttra, 2.2.68.) In later Nyaya-literature, however, the distinction 
appears to have been dropped, and in discussions relating to the denotation 
of Words, we meet with the two words, ‘Vy yaktt ee) and ‘Jatv’ 
(Universal) only. 


There has been no such distinction between ‘Jati? and ‘Afyti’ in 
Mimarhsa literature ; in fact the two have been distinctly identified. For 
instance, Shabara says (under Si. 1.3.33) zen-rEdot aRTATaaTela:; 


‘Kumirila also says (in Shlokavartika, on Vanavada 3) that Akyti is the 


same as ‘Jati’ or ‘Sadmanya’; and he distinctly denies the connotation 
attributed to the term ‘Akrti’ by the Naiydyika; he says (Lantravartika, 
Trs. pp. 330-331) that the term, ‘Afrti’? does not stand for Configuration or 
Shape or Figure. 


(B) SHapara’s View oF THE ‘UNIVERSAL’ 


On the question of the denotation of words, the Mimizhsaka’s view 
is that the word denotes the Class, Community, Jati, also called Akrti. 
(See below under Verbal Cognition.) 

He also holds that the Word, its denotation and the relation between 
the two,—all this is eternal, having no beginning or end. 

In order to shake this view, his opponent asks—‘“When you say 
that it is the Universal, Class or Community that is denoted by the Word,— 
is this Universal, an accomplished entity, or something that is to be brought 
about, produced ?” 

The answer is that, being actually perceived, it cannot be something 
yet to be accomplished, as what is perceived is only an accomplished entity. 
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This notion of Jati, Universal, cannot be a mere illusion. No 
conception can be regarded as illusory and false unless we find a more reliable 
conception to the contrary, which negatives and sets aside the conception 
in question. 


The opponent argues—“‘We find such conceptions as Series, Group, 
Forest—all conceived as single entities,—while in reality there are no such 
single entities apart from the many component individuals. That is, the 
Series is nothing apart from the individual factors, the Group is nothing 
apart from the component members, and the Forest is nothing apart from 
the trees composing it; the comperhensive conception of the Community 
or Universal as an entity, must, therefore, be a misconception and a mere 
illusion’. 

The answer to this is that the Forest is actually percieved as a single 
entity ; and the validity of this fact of Sense-perception cannot be denied. 
If you deny this, you might as well deny the real existence of the trees them- 
selves and reduce yourself to the position of the Buddhist Idealist......... 
Merely because the Forest is not perceived apart from the trees, it does not 
follow that it does not exist as an entity. (Shabara-Bhagya Trs., p. 21 et seq.) 


In all cases—such, for instance, as the Vedic text to the effect that 
the ‘Altar should be made like the Shyéna,’ the term ‘Shyéna (Kite) must 
be taken as denoting the Universal or Community.—In fact terms like 
‘Cow’ are always understood in the sense of an Individual belonging to a par- 
ticular Community and what is directly denoted by the term is the Com- 
munity and this cognition of the Community leads to the cognition of the 
Individual. In this way, as the term denotes the Community, and through 
that, the Individual also, there would be no dissociation between the Indi- 
vidual and the acts prescribed by words denotative of Communities and 
Individuals. (Si. 1.3.30—35, Shabara-Bhasya, Trs., Pp- 118—124.) 


(C) JAr1, ‘Untversat’—AccorDING TO PRABHAKARA. 


We have a full account of the Prabhakara’s view of Jatt, Community, 
‘Universal’ in the Brhati-Rjuvimald, pp. 163—173 ; and it has been clearly 
set forth in the Prakaranapafichika (pp. 1732). 

There is a difference of opinion among philosophers regarding the 
exact character of ‘Jati’? :—(1) according to some the notion of ‘“Jéati’ is 
purely imaginary, illusory ; (2) according to others it is a real entity, but 
not apart from the individuals wherein it subsists, and as such is cognisable 
only along with these latter ; (3) others again hold that it has a real existence 


— 
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of its own, apart from the individuals comprising it, and its existence can 
be cognised through Inference ; (4) lastly, according to some, it is different 
as well as non-different from the individuals comprising it, and is apprehended 
by Perception. According to Prabhakara the Jati is something real, distinct 
from the Individuals which are its substrata, receptacle, and is perceptible 
by the senses. Says the Karika— 
srfaRaaa Prat Tere TTA 

When we properly analyse the notion of Jati, we find that the only basis 
that we have for accepting any such thing lies on our Conception of some 
sort of Non-difference among a number of things which are known to be 
different: individually. 


The Buddhist Idealist, consistently with the doctrine of Universal, 
Perpetual Flux, denies all aggregates, and hence the Jati also, which is only 
an aggregate of Individuals. 


The Idealist’s conclusion is that,—‘“the Jati has no real existence, 
nor are there any substances which could be the substratum of Jati.” 

For a detailed discussion, from the Buddhist point of view, the reader 
is referred to Shdantaraksita’s Tattvasangraha (Translated in the Goekwad's 
Oriental Series, Vol. 80, pp. 402—445. 

Prabhikara’s answer to the Idealist position against Jat? is as follows :— 

The proof of the existence of anything must ultimately rest in our 
own consciousness, and it cannot be denied that there are present, in our 
consciousness, distinct cognitions of the gross or aggregated forms of things 
and what is thus distinctly cognised should not have its existence denied. 
As regards the constitution of the gross or aggregated substance, it must 
exist as we actually perceive it; that it is made up of subtle constituent 
particles is implied by its very nature ; in fact, without this, our conception of 


‘it would be impossible. Such being the indisputable fact, it becomes 


necessary to find an explanation for the fact of a number of subtle particles 
combining to make up a gross and aggregated object. The only explanation 


-possible is that a number of particles, coming into conjuction among them- 


selves, tend to, bring into existence a single ebject, which being perceptible, 
(while the particles themselves may be imperceptible), is called gross or 
aggregate ; a single conjunction subsisting over all the component particles, 
and that same Conjunction tending to combine all the said particles into 
one aggregated whole. Thus in bringing about one aggregated whole, 
the constitutent particles are the material or constituent cause, and their 
conjunction is the immaterial cause. 
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This aggregate subsists in all the component particles collectively, 
and not in each of the particles severally. It is not necessary for all the 
particles to be perceived before the whole is perceived, because the whole 
is something different from the parts ; and as in every case the ‘cause’ that 
we are justified in assuming is only that which is sufficient to account for a 
certain given effect,—for the perception of the whole, we must regard as its 
necessary cause, the perception of only those parts without which the 
perception of the whole would not be possible ; as a matter of fact, if only 
a few of the parts are perceived, it is enough to bring about the perception 
of the whole. Then, again, the fact of the whole being always found together 
with the parts is due to one being the cause of the other. That the whole 
is yet something different from the parts is shown by the fact that the two 
give rise to entirely different effects in our consciousness ; ¢.g., the whole 
gives rise to the notion of something that is one and extensive ; while the 
parts produce the notion of things many in number and small. 


The existence of the aggregated whole having been proved, the existence 
of the Jati cannot be denied, merely on the ground that there can be no 
whole made of the parts. 


This Community, ‘Universal’, Jati, is eternal, and when a new 
Individual comes into existence, which belongs to that Jati, what is born 
is not the Jati, but the relation of the existing Jati, to that particular 
individual. This relation, which is Inherence, is not eternal (according 
to the Mimamsaka). Similarly when a certain individual ceases to exist, 
what ceases is only its relation to the ‘Universal’, which continues to exist 
in other individuals. 


The Universal resides in its entirety in every Individual ; as is clear 
from the fact that we recognise the same Universal in every Individual. 
Nor is the Universal ever perceived apart from the Individuals. It is 
perceptible by the senses, as is shown by the fact that its cognition is brought 
about by its coming into contact with the organs of perception, though it 
is the Individual in which it subsists which is in direct contact with the 
sense-organs. 

While admitting such Jdtis, Universals, as ‘Substance’, ‘Quality’ 
and the like, the Prabhakara does not admit of the summum genus ‘Satta’, 
‘Being’, as including all that exists; and this for the simple reason that 
we have to accept such a Jati as ‘Substance’ because we actually perceive 

‘a number of individual things as having certain characters in common: and 
on the basis of this perception we postulate the Jate, ‘Substance’. We have 
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no such cognition of a number of individual things merely as existing, and 
in the absence of such’a conception, we have no basis for the postulating 
of such a Jdti as ‘Being’. The term ‘Saité, ‘Being’, in fact denotes only 
the individual existence of the thing and it does not denote any Jat? like 
‘Satta’. All that it means is that the thing has an individual existence of 
its own (not necessarily, forming part of an Aggregated Whole). 


Nor does Prabhakara admit of such Jatis as ‘Brahmana’, ‘Ksattriya’ 
and the like; as such Jatis cannot be perceived by the senses, All that 
is meant by calling a man ‘Brahmana@ is, not that he belongs to a certain 
Jéti, but only that he is descended from a particular line of ancestors. This 
also is the view of Kumarila—ararreatfe atfaa:’ (Shlo. Va. Vana- 
Vada, 29.) This purity of descent is to be accepted until there is sufficient 
evidence to the contrary. (Vide Taniravartika under 1.2.2.) 


(D) Kumarma’s View or Jari, ‘UNIVERSAL’ 


As Jaimini in his Sutra 1.3.33 has declared the ‘Akrt:’ to be what is 
denoted by the Word,—and the Nydya-Sitra and Bhasya have recognised 
Akrti as something different from what is commonly known as Jati, ‘Class’, 
‘Community, ‘Genus,’ ‘Universal’,—Kwmarila, at the very outset, points 
out that it is Jati itself which has been called Afyti ; so the Jati is called Akyti 
in the sense that it is what serves to define the Individual. Samdanya also 
is another name given to Jatt, on the ground that it provides the basis 
for the common comprehensive notion of all individuals included under the 
Universal. Thus ‘Jati’, ‘Akrti’ and ‘Samanya’ are all synonyms. (Shlo. 
Va. Akyti 3-4). In regard to all things, there are two kinds of ideas— 
inclusive and exclusive. If it were not so, and if things were only exclusive, 
then they could never be conceived of as inclusive ; and vice versa. Thus 
there is a permanent and inseparable relationship between the Individual 
and the Class or Universal ; all individuals being included in the Universal ; 
and the Universal pervading over, embracing, all individuals (9). The 
Class or Universal is something that is distinct from the Individuals, and 
yet it embraces the Individuals and subsists in each one of them. It is 
through this that we come to have a single comprehensive unitary conception 
of several individuals under one head,—of all individual cows as ‘cow’, 
for instance. It is to this something that people apply several names, such as 
‘Samanya,’ ‘Jati’, ‘Akrti’ (17-18). The relationship between the Individuals 
and the Universal is natural, inherent in themselves—and notadventitious, 
brought about by any causes (31).—Question—“Why should the Universal 


‘Cow’ reside only in the animals with the develop, etc. ?” Answer—Because 
9 
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it is the same as—consists of—these animals. Question—‘‘To what is the 
identity due 2”? Answer—To the very nature of the things concerned ; i.e., 
several individuals come into existence only as identical with a particular 
Class or Community (47-48)—The difference therefore that is perc 
between the Class or Universal and the Individual is due to their very nature 
(50).—Question—“The Universal comprehends many Individuals, while the 
Individual does not extend beyond itself,—how can then the two be the 
same ?”—(53).—Answer—There is no incongruity in this; as there would 
be an incongruity only if the Universal subsisted in the many only, and the 
Individuals subsisted in each of themselves, to the exclusion of all else ; as 
a matter of fact, however, Individuals also,—in the form of the Universal— 
subsist in the many, also, and the Universal in the form of the Individual, 
subsists exclusively in one only ; hence there is no incongruity in the notion 
of the two being not-different (54-55).—The Universal and the Individual 
being identical, what happens in actual experience is that when the Universal 
character is cognised as non-different from the Individual, the object becomes 
cognised as an Individual, the Universal lying latent in it, and helping its 
existence ; and through these, the Universal does not present itself to our 
consciousness ; and conversely, when the Individuals are cognised as non- 
different from the Universal, what is cognised is the Universal, and the 
Individuals remain latent ; lastly, when the object is cognised in its mixed 
character,—as an individual belonging to a particular Universal or Community 
—then all notions of difference and non-difference between the two (Indivi- 
dual and the Universal) disappear (59—62).—Jat, Universal, is not the 
same as Sarapya, Similarity of Forms among individual things (65). 


seived 


The Dewlap, etc., which have been spoken of as the characteristics 
of the Universal ‘Cow’, are only its indicatives, and serve to distinguish 
that particular Universal from other Universals (Vanavada 2 et. seq.). The 
notion of ‘Universal’ or ‘Community’ is universally admitted—by all parties 
(14-15).—When Abhrti is spoken of as ‘Jdti’, it is not the Configuration or 
Shape that is meant. Because no such ‘configuration’ is possible in the 
case of ‘Fire’, ‘Air’ and such shapeless things (16).—In fact the ‘Jat’ is 
quite distinct from the configurative shape (19). This Universal is eternal 
(23) ; it is. perceptible by the senses (24). There are various indications 
whereby one Universal is distinguished from another; these indicatives 
consisting of specialities of time, place and other things. For instance, 
Gold is distinguished from Copper and other metals by its colour ; Clarified 
Butter is distinguished from Oil by its taste and also by smell ; the Brahmana 
and other castes are distinguished by parentage (26—29). No exception 


eo) et 
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can be taken to the subsistence of the Universal in each individual comprised 
within it, as it is a perceptible fact, and yet it is one only (30). The all- 
pervading character, and the absence of constituent parts are to be accepted, 
as in the case of Sound (31). The questions also as to whether the Universal 
subsists in its entirety, or only in part,in each Individual, doesnot arise when 
the Universal is something indivisible, impartible, whole (33). So we have 
to accept the fact as we perceive it—that the Universal subsists in the 
Individuals. And as there is nothing incongruous in this notion, it cannot 
be sublated or rejected (42). Hence the conclusion put_in the form of an 
Inferential Argument is—‘‘The idea of Cow in regard to several cows must be 
due to a single entity in the shape of the Universal ‘cow’.—Because they 
are all cognised in the same form as Cow, like any single cow” (44). The 
notion of ‘cow’ in regard to several cows is analogous to the notion of ‘forest’ 
in regard to several trees (72), but it is not exactly alike (96). 

Though the Universal is one, it is regarded as many when viewed 
in relation to the Individuals, and though the Individuals are many, they 
are regarded as one, when viewed in relation to the Universal (85-86). 


Akrti is cognisable by Sense-perception, and what is meant by Akrti 
is commonality, community,—not the configuration or shape of things. 
If it meant the latter, it could not belong to such immaterial and incorporeal 
things as the Soul, Space, Time, Mind, Action, Quality,—all which have 
no shape at all. Then, again, the Akrti to which Substances, Qualities and 
Actions belong are overlapping, these classes varying in their extension, @.9-» 
‘Thing’ is the largest class we can think of to which Substance belongs ; 
and under ‘Substance’ come Earth, Water, etc,............ This would not 
be possible if Shape were meant. Then, again, the material shape of things 
is destructible and varies with each individual. The idea of Akrti standing 
for shape or configuration has been held by the followers of Gautama (Nyaya). 
It is with a view to remove this misconception that Shabara has made it 
clear that Akyti stands for the Universal, the Class and the Community 
or Commonality (Lantravartika Trs., pp. 330-331). 

This ‘Universal’ is not totally different from the Individuals. And 
when something is said in regard to something being done to a thing what 
is meant is the Universal as subsisting in a particular Individual. Though 
the Class or Universal is affected by the Individual and vice versa, yet that 
does not make the Universal transitory, it is only the Individual aspect of 
it that isso. Particular Individuals vanish ; but other Individuals remain ; 
hence the Universal never vanishes. And yet there is some difference 
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between the two, as we speak of the Individual as belonging to, comprised 
in, the Universal (Trantravartika Trs., pp. 345—347). 


Though the Universal is not perceived as anything totally different 
from the Individuals, yet, at the time that we perceive certain individual 
cows, we are cognisant of a certain character that is common to all the 
cows perceived and it is this commonality that constitutes their Jati 
or ‘Universal’ ; and the character that is peculiar to such individual consti- 
tutes its Individuality, Vyakti.—This is where lies the difference between 
the Universal and the Individual......... The Universal, however, is not 
anything totally different from the Individual......... This Universal may 
be taken as standing for the Summum Genus, Being, which is a Universal 
that is common to all Substances, Qualities and Actions ; —or it may stand 
for each of the three Universals (named in the Bhasya)—Substance, Quality 
and Action; or it may stand for all Universals in the world—from the 
Summum Genus of Being down to the smallest Universal conceivable. In 
contradistinction to this Universal, the Individual is that which has a 
specific peculiarity ; it does not consist of the peculiarities themselves ; as the 
Bhasya has distinctly spoken of the Individual as the receptacle of, and 
hence different from, these peculiarities (Tantrava. Trs’. pp. 357—359). 


As regards Atoms, the Mimamsaka is not keen on postulating them. 
Kumarila has distinctly declared that—‘the Mimamsakas do not necessarily 
admit of Atoms’—(Shlokavartika-Anumana, 183—185). On this the 
Nydyaratnakara remarks as follows :—We can admit of the Atom only 
if we find it necessary for explaining and justifying the aggregated objects 
that we see ; so that if the postulating of the Atom tends to do away with the 
Gros or Aggregated objects that we perceive, then, we shall unhesitatingly 
reject it. The fact of the matter is that we accept each thing as we actually 
perceive it in our experience,—in the form of the Universal or the Individual, 


the gross or the subtle, the large or the small. This position is thus explained 
by the Nydyaratnakara :— 

fad eae aaqrrca Tearat sf em | eqaeafe sfefiaet HAE 
Tea ATI | AARATATATaLS TATA TAA AAT SS LR: TTRTTST- 
eqratata avin a oma qia | adisadtsfrrear afefarcarrar cargitadenr: 
eft eqefrat aaqrret ferrets TeATTa:  TeHTE ake fiefSaaaata woo 
aeatfa ated at area Hele FAS Ta TATA wa carat eeaat AeTEY- 
TIAA IW (ATO To) 


CHAPTER X 
PRAMANA 


(A) Pramaya (1) Vatrp Coenrrion anp (2) THE Mrans 
or Vauip Coenirion. 


We have cleared the ground by setting forth the Mtmamsaka’ view 
relating to things, the proper understanding of which is incidental to the 
study of the main subject of Parva-Mimamsa, which has been declared to 
be the Knowledge of Duty, Dharma (Jaimini-Stitra 1.1.1.). 

The understanding of the true nature of Dharma or Duty thus being 
the avowed aim of the Mimdarsaka, he takes care to examine in detail the 
exact nature of the Means of Cognition or Knowledge, as a necessary preli- 
minary to determining the right means of securing the knowedge of the 
true nature of Duty. 


The first point to be considered is the nature of Cognition itself, 


(B) PraBHaéKara’s View Recarpine CoeNITION 
AnD Irs Vauipity. 

Cognition is divided into two broad classes, of Valid and Invalid 
Cognition—Under Valid Cognition are included all those cognitions that 
bear directly upon their object ; and under Invalid Cognition, those that 
bear upon their object only indirectly. At the outset this classification 
corresponds to the two broad divisions of (1) Anubhiti, Apprehension, and 
(2) Smrti, Remembrance. Prabhakara thus regards all Remembrances 
as invalid (agreeing in this with the Naiyayika) and all Apprehension as 
valid (differing in this from the Nawydyika). 

The Prabhakara has provided a full account of his views regarding 
the whole cognitive process—(vide Prakarana-Pafichika, p. 42 et. seq.). 

The starting point of the enquiry is—What is Pramana? In 
philosophical literature, this term ‘Pramana’ has been used somewhat 
promiscuously : sometimes in the sense of the Means of Cognition, the 
etymology of the word being explained as, “pramiyate jiidyate anena’,—while 
sometimes it is used in the sense of Valid Cognition itself—with the etymology 
“pramiyatée yat’. In the present context, the term is used in the latter sense 
of Valid Cognition. 

What then is this Valid Cognition? The answer is, Valid Cognition 
is Apprehension and it is something different from Remembrance ; which 
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latter cannot be valid, inasmuch as it stands in need of a previous cognition. 
This Siddhanta has been summed up thus— 

SATTT AA: AT ATTA aT eae: | 

a SAT cafe: qantas herrea u (Pra.-Paiichika, p. 42) 

This exclusion of Remembrance and its definition does not exclude 
Recognition entirely ; as this latter does not consist entirely of Remembrance, 
there being an element of direct Cognition in it; and to that extent: it is 
valid. Recognition appears in the form “This is the same as that’, where 
the factor represented by ‘this’ is directly perceived and hence to that 
extent it bears upon its object directly: while Remembrance bears upon 
its object wholly indirectly, through the agency of impressions left by 
previous cognitions. 

Even though Valid Cognition has been defined as Apprehension, any 
wrong cognition cannot be regarded as valid,—not indeed because there is 
anything invalid in it per se,—it would not be a cognition if it were so,—but 
because the judgment or idea resulting from that cognition,—eg., the 
cognition of ‘Silver’ in the Shell, ‘this is silver’,—represents not one but 
two cognitions—one pertaining to ‘silver’ and the other to ‘this’; and of 
these two, the idea of silver is pure Remembrance, as there is no silver 
before the eye which could be reached by the sense-organ ; and as such 
not being Apprehension, it cannot be valid ; the other factor in the judgment 
—the factor of ‘this’—is of the nature of pure Apprehension and as such 
must be regarded as valid. Thus we find that the wrongness of the judgement 
‘this is silver’ lies in the idea of stlver which is Remembrance,—and this 
also is regarded as wrong simply because it is not found, later on, to agree 
with the real state of things, when the Agent proceeds to act up to the 
judgment and picks up the thing perceived. Even those who regard the 
entire judgment ‘this is silver’ as wrong, base this wrongness upon the fact 
that it is subsequently sublated, set aside, denied,—and not because there 
is anything inherently wrong in the nature of the Cognition itself. But in 
reality, even those people cannot deny the validity of the cognition in so far 
as the element of ‘This’ is concerned ; as this is not found to be sublated, 
as it is present in the subsequent sublating judgment also which appears in 
the form—‘this is not silver, this is shell’. Other instances of wrong cognition 
are similarly explained. (See below.) 

Prabhakara says (Brhatt, p. 24)—‘It is strange indeed how a Congtonii 
can apprehend an object and yet be invalid’. This idea has the support of 
Kumarila also, who has described ‘the validity of the cognition’ as consisting 
in its being an apprehension’—(Shlo. Va. Sii. 2.53). 
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According to Prabhakara it is not a necessary condition of ‘Validity’ 
of Cognition that its object should be one that is not already known. 


The above definition of Pramdna, ‘Valid Cognition’, presupposes the 
self-validity of Cognition, which must be inherently valid by itself. Valid 
Cognition can be defined as Apprehension only if each and every 
Apprehension were inherently right and valid. This ‘self-validity’ of 
Cognition forms the very key-stone of Mimdrisa. The reasons why the 
Miméamsaka lays stress upon this doctrine lies in the fact that if this were not 
so, then Cognitions derived from the Véda would not be valid or reliable, as 
the reliability of all Verbal Cognition is dependent upon the veracity of the 
person using the word and the Mimamsaka does not admit of an author 
or speaker for the Védas, henee the Véda could not be reliable. This would 
strike at the very foundation of the structure of Parva-Mimamsa. Then 
again, if all cognitions were not inherently valid, whence could we have 
confidence in our own cognitions ? Even when the Cognition may be one 
which is found subsequently to be not in consonance with reality, the 
Cognition as Cognition remains valid. If it were always necessary for 
the Cognition to be in consonance with the Object, then it would have to 
be regarded as having the form of that Object, and this is an absurdity. 
Because, if the Cognition had the form of the Object it would mean that 
the two are identical ; and in that case, how could one be the apprehender 
and the other the apprehended? Nor is it difficult to distinguish one 
Cognition from another, when they are formless, Because what is meant by 
‘Samwedanw’ (Cognition or knowledge) that a man has is that there is the 
manifestation of a special factor of the man’s Dharma or Merit which focusses 
his active cooperation in connection with a certain object, and even though 
this ‘Manifestation’ is self illumined, that does not render its differentiation 
impossible, as a Cognition is regarded as appertaining to that particular 
object with regard to which it favours the activity of the cogniser ; and 
as each Cognition tends to active cooperation in connection with a distinct 
Object, this would afford all the basis that is necessary for its differentiation 
from other Cognitions. This formlessness too does not imply the absence 
of all characteristic features. In regard to every entity, it has to be admitted 
that it possesses that form in which it is actually manifested ; no other 
criterion is possible ; and as all Cognitions are manifested simply as ‘Cognition’ 
Cognition can be the only character, or even form, that can belong to it. 
The form that is cognised belongs always to the Object. 

We have found that Cognition is self-valid, and also self-illumined ; 
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which disposes of the view that “Cognition is perceived through the operation 
of the Mind, in the same way as Pleasure and Pain are.” 


This Idealist view has been answered as follows. (Iu Brhati Rjuvimala 
and Prakarana-Pafichika, p. 63)—Cognition can never be perceptible ; this 
has been declared by the Bhasya (Text, p. 9) 

aafaam fe saaafa:, a afefaqat 
—that is, ‘what forms the objective of Sense-perception is the Object, not 
the Cognition’—This does not mean, however, that the Cognition is never 
known as apprehended ; it is certainly apprehended, but only as Cognition, 
not as something cognised—afanaate dfaa waar a aaaaat—says 
Prabhakara. If it were cognisable as something cognised, then for every 
Cognition, it would be necessary to postulate an endless series of Cognitions. 
What is meant by this distinction is that the Cognition, even though cognised, 
cannot itself form the object (phala) of another act of Cognition—qaeat 
aaaat 7 FAT: | If it were the object of another Cognition, it would not be 
self-luminous, and yet we cannot regard the Cognition as entirely unknown 
or unapprehended ; because it is only when the Cognition is apprehended 
that the Cognition of things becomes possible. The right conclusion thus 
is that the Cognition is self-apprehended, and its presence is known by 
means of Inference. What we apprehend by means of this Inference is not 
the object, but only the presence of the object : TeaTquratg SayeEt AearaattY- 
aaqard wafa—says the Bhatt. So in the case in question, all the infor- 
mation provided by Inference is that the Cognition is there, the Inference 
being thus formally stated—‘The Cognition exists, because we have the 
apprehension of its Object’. In this way Cognition falls within the purview 
of Inference, which is one of the Means of Cognition ; and it is in this sense 
that Cognition is held to be Prameya, Cognisable ; but this does not make 
it Samvedya—i.e., Cognisable as an Object.—Prabhakara draws a subtle 
distinction between (Praméya) (Cognisable) and ‘Samwvedya’ (object of 
Cognition) —Sarvedana is that Cognition where the form of the object is 
apprehended, and this can occur only in the case of objects apprehended 
through the senses—In the case of the ‘Praméya’, on the other hand, it 
is not necessary for any form or figure to be present in consciousness, Thus 
Cognition cannot be Sanmwedya, and hence also not perceptible ; but as 
having its presence, or existence, apprehended by means of Inference,—which 


is one of the Pramanas,—it has to be regarded as Praméya. 


“If every Apprehension is valid, then how about Qoubtful and Wrong 
Cognitions ? These certainly are not valid, and yet they are Cognitions’’. 
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In answer to the above it is pointed out that the Object of a Cognition 
is that same thing which is presented to consciousness by it. Thus in the 
stock-example of Wrong Cognition—‘“This is silver”’—in reference to a 
piece of shell—what is presented to consciousness is Silver, which thus is 
the object of cognition,—and not the Shell, which does not enter into the 
consciousness at all. For this reason, the Judgment in question is not found 
to fulfil the conditions of the Wrong Cognition, which has been defined as 
‘the Cognition of a thing as something which is not that thing’. Because in 
the Cognition in question, we find that it is not the Shell that is cognised as 
Silver ; what happens is that the Shell is not cognised, it does not enter 
into consciousness at all; but what does enter the consciousness is the Silver. 
Though the object present before the eye is the Shell, yet, inasmuch as 
the perceiver fails to notice the distinctive features peculiar to the Shell, 
and notices only those features that are common to the Shell and the Silver, 
he fails to apprehend the difference between these two things ; this brings 
to his mind, presents to his consciousness, the Silver. This cognition of 
Silver thus is due to the non-perception of the difference between Silver 
and the object before the eye, that is of the distinctive features of any one 
ofthe two. The idea of Silver also comes to the mind by the force of memory, 
which has been aroused by the perception of the properties common to 
the two things ; thus the Silver is remembered ; but it is not remembered 
as (that)—something perceived in the past,—which would have sufficed 
to differenciate the ‘that silver’ of the past from ‘this silver’ before the eyes ;— 
this non-perception of the ‘that’—factor is due to a certain weakness of the 
Mind. Thus the apprehension of the Silver represented in the Judgment 
‘this is Silver’ has to be regarded as an act of Memory, a mere Remembrance. 
The Silver, which has entered into consciousness, not being present before 
the eyes, could not be regarded as perceived ; nor are there any factors 
available that could bring about the inferential or other kinds of valid 
Cognition of the Silver in the case, Though the Judgment in question is 
thus found to partake of the dual character of Remembrance and Direct 
Apprehension,—and as such differs from the ordinary Valid Cognition of 
Silver, which is wholly ‘Direct Apprehension‘,—yet in actual experience, 
it is not known to be so different ; and this for the simple reason that, just 
as in the case of real Silver, the thing perceived is not cognised as different 
from Silver,—so also in the case in question. Thus in actual experience, 
there is found to be no difference between the right and the wrong Cognition 
of Silver ; specially as both equally give rise to the same kind of activity 


on the part of the cogniser, in both cases he stoops to pick up the thing. 
10 
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In the other instance of Wrong Cognition—‘the Conch-shell is yellow’— 
what happens is this: The yellowness that is perceived is quite real, present 
in the bile that has affected the eyes,—the whitness of the conch-shell fails 
to be perceived on account of the same bile which has beset the eyes ;.....thus 
what is perceived is the conch-shell without any colour,—and the yellowness 
that is perceived is perceived without the object to which it belongs, as the bile 
in the eye cannot be seen; thus a colourless object (conch-shell) and an 
objectless colour (yellowness) being perceived at the same time,—both 
these cognitions being quite valid so far—what more natural than that 
the two perceptions should coalesce, and present to consciousness the 
yellow conch-shell ? Even when picked up, the conch is found to be yellow ; 
so that in this cognition of the yellow conch we do not find anything that 
would make it wrong: in fact the man comes to regard the Cognition as 
wrong only when he comes to know of the disease (Bile) in the eye. 


In the same manner in the perception of two Moons, the rays of light 
issue from the two eyes.....not simultaneously, but at slightly different 
points of time ; hence it is only natural that the two images of the Moon are 
produced and imprinted on the retina, and as such presented to the man’s 
consciousness. Thus in this case also, there are two distinct perceptions of 
the same Moon; but the interval of time between the appearance of the 
two images on the retina being very subtle, the two coalesce, and give rise 
to the single cognition of ‘two moons’. 


In Dream-Cognition also, even though things are only remembered— 
and not directly perceived,—yet they appear in consciousness as actually 
apprehended at the time: and what occurs is that the factor of having 
been apprehended at some previous time is lost sight of, under the effects 
of sleep ; and it is this factor only that differenciates what is remembered 
from what is apprehended. Then as regard the agencies that energise or 
excite the impressions that bring about the Remembrance,—this is supplied 
by some Unseen Force which guides the percipient or dreaming souls in 
their earthly sojourn. If the time during which the man sleeps is one at 
which he is destined to experience pleasure, the Unseen Agency of his 


Karma energises the impressions that bring to his mind pleasant memories,— 


and consequently pleasant Dreams ; similarly with painful Dreams. This 


accounts for the fact that Dreams are sometimes pleasant, sometimes 


painful. This feeling of pleasure or pain,—so far as the actual feeling 
is concerned,—is as real as any that is experienced during waking 


consciousness. 
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Thus it is found that whenever there is actual Apprehension 
or Cognition, there is nothing wrong in it; and that the wrongness comes 
in only when an element of Remembrance creeps into the Cognition, through 
some cause or the other. Thus none of the instances of so-called “Wrong 
Cognition’ militate against the self-validity of Cognitions. 


As regards Doubtful Cognitions,—“‘Is this a pillar or a man ?”’—what 
is actually perceived, and enters the consciousness, is only some object 
endowed with the quality of tallness ; and this is quite valid so far :—this 
persception of tallness then reminds the man of a number of tall things—the 
pillar, the man, the tree and so forth. Then it is that there comes the 
doubt as to whether it is this or that particular tall thing. Thus in all 
doubtful cognitions there are two remembrances imolved—and not only one 


act of Apprehension. Hence this also leaves the self-validity of cognitions 
untouched. 


(B) Tae Buarra Vinw Recarpine Coenirion AND Its 
VALIDITY. 


The question that arises next is in regard to the validity of Cognitions. 
Is this Validity inherent in the Cognition itself or something extraneous to 
itself @—There are four alternative views that have been held on this 
question. 

These have been thus set forth in the Shlokavartika (Si. 2, 33 et sey.) — 
in regard to all Cognitions we have to consider this—(a) Are Validity and 
Invalidity both inherent in the Cognition ? or (6) are both these extraneous ? 
or (c) is Invalidity inherent and Validity is extraneous? or (d) is Validity 
inherent and Invalidity extraneous? Validity is held to be extraneous when 
it is held to be due to, and brought about by, the defectless efficiency of the 
agency that brought about the Cognition: and similarly Invalidity is 
held to be extraneous when it is held to be due to defects in the agency that 
brought about the Cognition. 


(a) The view that both Validity and Invalidity are inherent in Cognition 
cannot be accepted, because the two are naturally contradictory and as 
such cannot belong to the same Cognition. (b) Nor can both Validity and 
Invalidity be wholly extraneous ; as, if they went so, the Cognition by itself 
would be neither valid nor invalid ; it would bear no character at all. When- 
ever a Cognition appears, until the cogniser has had time to find out if it has 
been due to true and efficient causes or to false and defective causes, —the 
Cognition would be regarded as neither valid nor invalid; if it is neither, 
then it is as good as non-existent. (c) The third view is that by its nature, 
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Cognition by itself must be regarded as invalid, its Validity alone being 
due to extraneous circumstances ; the argument in support of this view 
is that Invalidity, being negative in character, cannot be due to, and brought 
about by, any extraneous causes,—while Validity, being positive, can be 
brought about by efficient causes. On the other hand, if Cognitions were 
inherently valid and their Invalidity were due to extraneous causes,—then 
even Dream-Cognition would have to be regarded as valid. Under our view, 
there can be no Validity in Dream-Cognitions, because there are not efficient 
causes present which could bring about the Validity. Hence the conclusion 
is that the Validity of Cognitions is due to the efficiency of the causes, while 
by themselves, Cognitions are inherently invalid.—The point of this third 
view is that the Validity of valid congitions also should depend upon the 
efficiency and consequent reliability of the person who spoke the word—and 
as, in the case of the Véda, there is no author or speaker according to the 
Mimamsaka, there could be no reliability and hence the Veda could not 
be a reliable source of knowledge regarding Duty, Dharma. 


(d) It is on this account that the Mimdmsaka has insisted upon the 
fourth view, that all Cognitions are inherently valid, and it is only Invalidity 
that is imposed upon them from without, when it is found that its source 
~has been defective. It is agreed that if Validity were wholly non-existent 
in the Cognition, it could not be produced therein by anything else. Under 
the view that the Validity of the Cognition is due to the efficiency of its 
source—to what could the Validity of the Cognition of this efficiency be due ? 
It could only be due to another Cognition of the efficiency of the source 
of this second Cognition ; and so on and on, there would be an infinite 
regress. On the other hand, if Validity belongs to the Cognition by itself, 
them there would be no need of any other Cognitions ; specially as any 
idea of its Invalidity could not appear, for the simple reason that there 


would be no Cognition of any defect in the source of the initial Cognition. . 


The conclusion therefore is that the Cognition is valid qua Cognition, and 
this Validity can be set aside only when one comes to perceive a defect in 
its source (Shilo. Va. Si. 2, 53 et. seq.). 


The Shastradipika (pp. 37-38) makes the following remarks :—(1) 
The perception of an object leads, not to a futher cognition of that perception, 
but to the Aparoksya, the prakatata, 2.¢c., direct apprehensibility—of that 
object, and (2) every act of Perception involves a certain relationship 
between the Perceiver and the Perceived,—the former being the active 
agent and the latter the objective of that act of Perception ; this agent-object 
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relationship is not possible without some activity on the part of the agent ; 
hence the presence of this relationship leads to the inference of its invariable 
concomitant, the action of the agent; and it is this action which, in the 
case of knowledge, is known as ‘Cognising’ ; the mentally perceived relation- 
ship between the cognising Soul and the cognised Object leads to the inference 
of the act of knowing or cognising. 

This Cognition is a Vikriya, modification, of the Soul,—and this 
is not inconsistent with the Eternity of the Soul,—says Kumirila (Shlo. Va. 
Perception, 52-53). 

As regards Wrong Cognitions, the Bhatta view is as follows :—In so 
far as the judgment ‘this is silver’ involves a Cognition per se, it is quite 
valid ; it is quite valid for the cogniser at the time that he has the Cognition ; 
that it is sublated or rejected by subsequent experience is another matter ; 
the subsequent experience must be regarded as destroying the Validity 
that belonged to the Cognition as cognised—aeATt TACITATS STAT 
FAAATAT ITAA TITRA HAT 1 (Shastradipika, p. 15, 
line 15.) And again—aeq sacdatfacraritsht areata arta at aty- 
PAT TL TATA —AIHaTTATTA | (Shastradipika, p. 31, line 5.) 

As regards Dream-Cognition, says the Shdshtradipika (p. 39, line 10)— 

‘In Dreams also, what is cognised is the external object as perceived 
elsewhere and presented to consciousness during sleep by an Unseen Agency ; 
the Cognition is quite valid so far as the object is concerned, the wrongness 
or Invalidity comes in only when it is regarded as something actually 
apprehended at the time, and not as only remembered. And the cause of this 
lies in such discrepancies as are due to sleep. Thus the Invalidity pertains 
only to the accessory details, not to the Cognition as Cognition. 


According to Kumirila, it is a necessary condition in the Validity 
of a Cognition that its object should be one that is not already known. 
Kumirila appears to have been much misunderstood in regard to 
his views on the Self-Validity of Cognition. Nearly all later writers have 
declared that he is not an upholder of the inherent Self-Validity of Cognition. 
Without entering into a lengthy discussion on this point, we shall only 
quote the words of Kumarila himself :— 
On p. 54 of the Shlokavartika (Chodana-Siitra, 33) the question to 
be discussed is thus propounded. 
wdifarafraatad aad Tey | 
TATA eae: far THAISTAT Ul 
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“In regard to all Cognitions, this has to be considered,—Are Validity 
and Invalidity inherent in them or extraneous 2?” 

The conclusion is in no unmistakable terms as under on p. 59. 

Sad: TATA TATA | 

‘It should be understood that the Validity of all Means (or Forms) 

of Cognition is inherent in them”. 

And on p. 61 
TEN TATA AAT Fas: TATTAT 
qalaaaeqeaatararet art 

“Thus it follows that every Cognition, as Cognition, must be valid, 
this validity may be set aside if subsequently it is found that it has had 
its source in some defect in the Cognitive Process as evidenced by the object 
cognised being in reality otherwise then as apprehended by the Cognition in 
question”’. 

In this discussion people have confounded the issues by mixing up 
the question of what is Pramana, the Means of Cognition, and what its 
Phala, ‘Resultant’ ; though on this point Kumarila is not at all particular— 
He says (Shlo. Vd. Pratyaksa, 51) 

TATRA FACE ofA 

“As regards what is the Means and what the Resultant it might be 
assumed just as one chooses’. 

But even on this point of yarmrmeaa he sets forth his view 
clearly as follows— 


arifaqfanedt sami aq faaieret: 11 (Lbid., p. 71—73.) 

“When we come to examine the details, we find that the mere vague 
indeterminate Cognition which brings about the definite Cognition is the 
Means, and the Definite Cognition is the Resultant. In case this latter is 
regarded as the Means, then the notion of the acceptability or rejectability 
of the cognised thing is to be regarded as its Resultant”. 

There has been a confusion in people’s minds regarding this point 
between (a) Svatahpramana “Self-valid” and (b) ‘Svaprakdsha’, ‘‘Self- 
illumined”. In regard to (a) all Mimarnsakas are agreed ; it is only in regard 
to (b) that there is some difference of opinion.as shown later on. 
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(c) Murart Misura’s VIEW. 

According to Murari Mishra, Cognition is perceived, pratyaksa—says 
the Nydyakustubha ; and the validity of the Cognition is also made known 
by those same circumstances and implements that bring about the Cognition 
itself ; it is not due to anything extraneous to the Cognition. He is as 
much the upholder of “Svatah-pramanya’? as Kumirila. According to 
Muriri, the validity of the Cognition is apprehended by the Representative 
Cognition that follows in the wake of every Cognition ; e.g., the idea “I 
see the jar” which follows after the seeing of the Jar.Says Vardhamana 
in his gloss on the Kusumdnjali—According to Murari Mishra, like the 
Cognition itself, the Validity of the Cognition also is apprehended through 
the Mind. 

These three views of the three Mimazhsakas—Prabhakara, Kumarila, 
and Murari Mishra—are found summed up by Paksadhara Mishra in his 
Aloka, with the remark that—‘‘There is this factor common in the views 
of all the three Mimdmsakas—that the validity of Cognition is apprehended 
through precisely those conditions that bring about the Cognition itself ; 
(a) under Gurwmata, it is apprehended through its self-luminous character, 
(6) under Bhattamata, through Inference based on its being apprehended, 
and (c) under Murarimata, through the Representative Cognition”. (Palm 
leaf Ms., Banares Sanskrit College, 15a-15b). 

Herein may lie the clue to the saying—qateqdla: Tat: | 


CHAPTER XI 


DIFFERENT KINDS OF VALID COGNITION: 
PERCEPTION 


Valid Cognition has been classed by the Mimdarsaka under six (by 
Prabhakara, only five) heads, viz. :-— 

(1) Perceptional, 

(2) Inferential, 

(3) Scriptural (Vedic), 

(4) Analogical, 

(5) Presumptive, and 

(6) Negational. 


(A) Saapara’s Views. 


That Cognition by men which appears when there is contact of the 
sense-organs is “Sense-perception,’—says the Siitra (1.1.4). 

The following explanations are provided by Shabara (Translation, 
page 8 et seq.).—What is meant is, that Perception is Cognition which a man 
has when his Sense-organs are in contact with the Object cognised ;—it is 
the cognition of an Object which is actually present at the time. Hence it 
cannot be the Means of Knowing Dharma.—The only factor meant to be 
stressed is the fact of its being such as is possible only when there is cantact 
between the Sense-organ and the Object. 


(P. 10)—What is real Perception is never wrong, and what is wrong 
is not Perception. What is real Perception has been shown in the Sitra 
(1.1.4), the meaning of which is that —‘That Cognition is real Perception 
which appears when there is contact of the Sense-organs with the object 
perceived” ; that is to say, when the Sense-organ are in contact with the 
Object actually perceived, the resultant Cognition of the man_ is real 
Perception,—and it is not real Perception when the Object perceived is 
different from that with which the Sense-organ is in contact. (Therefore, 
in a case where the Shell is cognised as Silver, what is cognised is the Silver, 
while what is in contact with the sense-organ is the Shell ; hence this is not 
a case of real Perception at all.) 

(P. 11)—When it is found that, at the time of Perception there is no 
contact of the Sense-organ concerned with any Object other than the one 


a 
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perceived, it follows that the perception has appeared on the actual contact 
of the Object actually perceived ; and when the contrary is the case, the 
Perception is taken as following upon contact with something other than 
the object perceived. In cases where a Perception is subsequently followed 
by a sublative Cognition to the contrary,—such as “in reality it is not as I 
have perceived it, this Perception has been wrong,’’—it is understood that 
the Perception in question had appeared on the contact of the Sense-organ 
with something other than the Object perceived ; while in cases where no 
such sublative Cognition appears it is understood that the Perception had 
appeared on actual contact with the object perceived. 

Q. “How can this distinction be made before the sublating Cognition 
appears? At the time that a certain Perception comes, there is nothing to 
differentiate a right Cognition from a wrong one, until the subsequent 
appearance or otherwise of the sublative Cognition’. 


A. A Cognition is wrong,—(a) when the Mind is affected by some sort 
of derangement,—or (b) when the Sense-organ concerned is beset by 
disabilities,—or (c) when the object itself suffers from such disabilities as 
being too small for perception and so forth. In cases where none of these 
three,—Mind, Sense-organ and Object,—suffers from these defects, the 
Cognition is right. What brings about a right Cognition is the contact of 
the Sense-organ, the Mind and the Object ; when there is no such contact, 
the Cognition is wrong. Hence what leads to wrong Cognition is a defect 
in one or the other of the three factors concerned—Mind, Sense-organ and 
Object. That this is so is learnt from the fact that on the disappearance 
of the defects, there appears that Cognition which is recognised by all persons 
as right. Whether or not any of the three factors is defective is ascertained 
when, even on careful scrunity, a defect not bemg detected, it is concluded 
that there is no defect,—simply because there is nothing to show that there 
18 a defect. From all this it follows that only that Cognition is wrong the 
means whereof are defective, or with regard to which there is a sublative 
Cognition that ‘it is wrong’; and no other Cognition can be regarded as 
wrong. 

(Pp. 12—15)—Perception is not devoid of real basis in the external 
world,—nor is it a void; it has a real substratum in the external world 
ode daiibe Thus the conclusion is that Perception is never false or wrong. 


(B) PrapHaxara’s Views ON PERCEPTION. 


(Prakarana-Pafichika—p. 52 et seq.)—Perception is direct apprehension 


—“‘Saksat pratitih ;” it envisages the Apprehended Object, the Apprehended 
1] 
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Person, and the Apprehension itself. In each act of Perception therefore 
the idea of each of these factors enters as its constituent factor. [This 
distinctive view of Perception has been called the “Triputi-pratyaksa-vada’’, 
i.e., the Doctrine of Tripartite Perception.] Direct Perception envisaging 
the apprehended Object proceeds directly from Sense-contact. The number 
of Sense-organsissix,—1. Olfactory, for the perceiving of odour ;2. Visual, 
for the perceiving of colour and form; 3. Gestatory, for the perceiving 
of taste; 4. Tactile, for the perceiving of touch; 5. Auditory, for the 
perceiving of sound ; and 6. the Internal Organ or Mind, for the perceiving 
of such purely mental states as those of pleasure, pain and the like. 


As a matter of ordinary experience, it is found that our Cognitions 
of things are not ever-lasting ; they appear at only certain times. Thus, 
being ephemeral, they must have some Cause. Every Effect has two kinds 
of Causes,—the Material or Constituent Cause, to which it owes its material 
composition, and the Immaterial cause, which, in most cases, takes the form 
of certain qualities, conditions or circumstances which, in proximity with, 
and through, the Material Cause, help in the bringing about of the effect. 

. For instance, the Material Cause of the Jar is the clay-particles that compose 
it, and the conjunction of those particles is its Immaterial Cause. The 
Immaterial Cause of an effect may subsist either in its Material Cause, or 
jn the Material Cause of that Material Cause. In the case of Perceptions, 
we have the Percipient Soul as the Constituent Cause, and when we seek 
for its Immaterial Cause, we find that there cannot be anything subsisting 
in the Cause of the Soul, as the Soul, being eternal, can have no Cause ; 
hence the Immaterial Cause sought after must be something subsisting in 
the Soul itself ; further, as it is only a quality that can subsist in a Substance, 
it follow that the Immaterial Cause of Perception must be a quality ;—then 
again, We know that Perception which is a particular kind of Cognition, is 
E “specific” quality of the Soul, and also that for such a quality belonging 
ete eternal Substance, the Immaterial Cause must be in the form of contact 
with some other substance ; for example, the colour produced in the Earth- 
atom bas, for its ed Cause, the contact with Fire; from this it 

Cognition must have for its Immaterial Cause, its contact with 


follows that 3 
e other substance ; and inasmuch as we have nothing to show that the 
ubstance is something subsisting in yet another substance, we conclude 


her 8 1 
an the Substance whose contact would be the Immaterial cause of Cognition 
ust be one that has an existence independent of other Substances. Of 
m0 dent substances, there are two kinds—(1) Those that are 


such indepen * : 5 
all-pervading in character,—as Time, Space, etc., and (2) Atoms. It is a 


som 
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well-known fact that no contact (which, by its very nature, must 
be ephemeral) with an all-pervading substance can be brought about by 
any Cause, as an all-pervading substance is in permanent contact with all 
things ; hence it cannot be said to come or be brought into contact with 
anything. Nor can their eternal contact be the Cause of anything; as 
being eternal, it could bring about only eternal effects, which is a con- 
tradiction in terms.—From all this it follows that the Contact which is the 
Immaterial Cause of Perception must be one that subsists in something 
atomic ; the contact of atomic substances is brought about by the action— 
movement—of the Atoms themselves ; Atoms can move up to one or more 
substances, thereby creating so many contacts for themselves, one after the 
other.—This Atomic Substance again must reside in the body ensouled by 
the perceiving Soul; as none other could contain the substratum of the 
Immaterial cause of the Perception of which that Soul is the Material or 
Constituent cause. The action of the Atomic Substance in the body,— 
tending to bring about the contact—is due to its coming into contact with 
the Soul which (in every act of Cognition) puts forth an effort towards the 
act of cognising, The only Atomic Substance that fulfils these conditions 
is the Manas, the Internal Organ. This Manas alone by itself, brings about 
such effects as Cognitions, Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion, Effort and 
so forth ; it also brings about Remembrance when aided by Impressions 
left by past Cognitions. 

Thus we arrive at the conclusion that the Manas or Mind, by itself, 
is found to be devoid of any such qualities as Colour, Odour and the rest, 
and, as such, it cannot lead the Soul to experience or cognise these qualities ; 
hence for this, it stands in need of such other organs as may be characterised 
by these qualities ; for the perception of Colour, for instance, the Mind will 
need the aid of an organ of which Colour is the distinctive quality ; for the 
perception of Odour, the help of an Odorous Organ ; and so on, with the 
perceptions of Touch, Sound, and Taste. Now we know that the organ of 
which Colour is the distinctive quality must be one constituted by Tejas 
or Light ; as Colour is a feature of Light ; and this proves the existence of 
the Luminous Organ, the Organ of Vision, as leading to the perception of 
Colour. Similarly the Organ with Odour as its distinctive quality must be 
one composed of Earth ; as it is to Barth alone that Odour belongs ; and this 
proves the existence of the Earthly Organ, the Olfactory Organ, which 
leads to the perception of Odour. The organ with Taste as its distinctive 
quality must be composed of Water, as it is to Water that Taste belongs ; 
this proves the existence of the Aqueous Organ, the Gestatory Organ, which 
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leads to the perception of Taste. The Organ with Sound as its distinguishing 
feature must be composed of Akasha, as it is to Akasha that Sound belongs ; 
this proves the existence of the Akashic Organ, the Auditory Organ ; which 
leads to the perception of Sound. Lastly, the Organ having Touch for 
its distinguishing quality must be composed by Air, as it is to Air that 
Touch belongs ; and this proves the existence of the A iry Orqan, the 
Tactile Organ, which leads to the perception of Touch. 

Contact of the Mind is regarded as a necessary factor in the Perceptions 
by means of all the Sense-Organs ; because of the fact that, even when the 
object to be perceived is in close contact with the Sense-Organs concerned, 
it fails to be perceived, if at the same time the said Organ also is not in 
contact with the Mind ; that is, if the man is Absent-Minded. Thus in the 
case of all perceptions there are four contacts necessary :— 

(1) Contact of the object with the Sense-Organ ; (2) that of the 
distinctive qualities of the object with the Sense-Organ ; 
(3) that of the Sense-Organ with the Mind; (4) that of the 
Mind with the Soul. 


In the perception of Pleasure and Pain and such other purely mental 
or subjective states, only two contacts are required,—that of the Pleasure 
with the Mind and that of the Mind with the Soul. 

(B) As regards the Object Apprehended by Perception, it has been 
classed under three heads :— 

(1) Substances, (2) Universal (Class or Community) and (3) Qualities. 


To the first category belong such substances as are tangible and of 
sufficiently large dimensions (substances other than these being imperceptible) 
partaking of the nature of Earth, Water, Airand Fire. To the third category 
of Qualities, belong such qualities as Colour, Taste, Odour, Touch, Number, 
Dimensions, Separateness, Conjunction, Disjunction, Priority, Posteriority, 
Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion and Effort,—all which are perceptible. How 
the second category of ‘Universal’ or ‘Class’ is perceptible has been already 
explained above. 


(B) As regards the third factor in Perception,—viz., the Apprehenison 
_ itself—it has been divided into two classes :— 
(1) Savikalpaka, Determinate, Conceptual, (2) Nirvikalpaka, 
Non-Determinate, ‘Non-Conceptual’. 
In regard to the Nirvikalpaka, ‘Non-Conceptual’, Perception, the 
view of Prabhakara is the golden mean between two exterme views. He 
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does not accept the Bauddha view that what forms the object of Perception 
is the mere ‘Svalaksana’, the ‘Specific Individuality’, of the thing apprehended 
by it ; and his reason for rejecting this view is that, as a matter of fact, the 
Non-Conceptual Perception does apprehend the class-character, the Universal 
also of the thing: Nor does he accept the Bhatta view that ‘in 
Non-Conceptual Perception, neither the Class character nor the Specific 
Individuality is presented to Consciousness, all that is presented is the 
Object by itself, pure and simple, wherein these two subsist’ (Shlo.-Va.-Su. 
4, 113). Nor does Prabhakara accept the view that it is only the Class- 
Character that is apprehended, because he finds that after all, the Object 
is apprehended as an individual and not merely as belonging to a class. 
Having rejected these views, Prabhikara accepts the view that what is 
apprehended in the first or non-conceptual, state of Perception is both the 
Class-Character (the Universal) and the Specific Individuality ; but with this 
difference that, inasmuch as no other object has as yet entered into the 
Apprehension, the thing is not apprehended as actually being an individual 
belonging to a definite class ; because a thing can be cognised as an Indivi- 
dual only in comparison to, or in relation with, other things,—and_ cogni- 
sed as an ‘Individual’ only in comparison with other things ; and so it follows 
that so long as no other thing has presented itself to consciousness, even 
though what is apprehended is actually an Individual belonging to a Class, 
this mixed character of the thing cannot be fully comprehended until some 
other things have entered into consciousness, until which time the Perception 
remains non-determiate, non-conceptual. (See Brhati, pp. 50 et seq.). 


As regards the other, the Savikalpaka or Conceptual, Determinate, Per- 
ception,—it follows in the wake of the NV on-Conceptual Perception, and appre- 
hends the same object as actually being an Individual possessed of some well- 
defined specific features peculiar to itself and also certain class-characteristics 
in common with other things, and thus belonging to that ‘Universal’, ‘Class’ 
or ‘Community’. (See Brihatz, p. 50.) The object in contact with the 
organ of Perception is one, only one Individual thing, and no other things ; 
and hence it may be questioned how the Perception can apprehend it as 
an Individual possessed of the said class-characteristics, ete.,—which presup- 
poses the apprehension of things other than the one in contact with the Sense- 
organ concerned. But the fact of the matter is that what really apprehends 
the object is neither the Perception, nor the Sense-organ, but the Soul which, 
by its very nature, apprehends all that can be apprehended ; hence what 
happens is that, just after the Soul has had the Non-Conceptual Perception 
of the thing, there come to the Mind those other things also—those from 
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which it differs and also those with whom it has certain characteristics in 
common ; and this accounts for the aforesaid mixed character of Conceptual 
Perception. 


This Conceptual Perception, even though apprehending the same thing 
as that apprehended by the preceding Non-Conceptual Perception, is yet 
a valid Cognition ; inasmuch as it also apprehends certain such factors as 
had not figured in the Non-Conceptual Perception, Though there is a 
certain element of Remembrance in this Conceptual Perception, that apper- 
tains to the other things in relation to the Object perceived,—not to this 
Object itself, hence so far as the Object is concerned, that Blement of 
Remembrance does not vitiate the validity of the Perception. 


The second factor entering into Perception is the ‘Apprehender’. Tn 
all Cognitions—be they either Direct Apprehension or Remembrance,—the 
Apprehender always figures as an essential factor ; so long as the appre- 
hending Soul does not become manifest, there is no Apprehension at all ; 
because all Cognitions are in the form ‘I know’. It must be admitted 
therefore that whenever anything is cognised, it is cognised along with the 
Cogniser ; and the Cognition of the Cognising Soul is always of the 
nature of Direct Apprehension. Even when the Cognition of the object is 
Inferential or Verbal, the cognition of the Cognising Soul is, in every act of 
Cognition, purely Direct or Perceptional, obtained through the agency and 
contact of the Mind. 


The factor of ‘Apprehension’ also is always self-cognised by Direct 
Apprehension (see above),—even the Inferential or the Vebal Cognition is 
apprehended by itself directly. 


Though all these three factors—Apprehension. Apprehended and 
Apprehender—figure in every act of Preception, yet there is this difference 
that, so far as the Apprehender—Soul—and the Apprehended Object—are 
concerned, these are something different from the Apprehension itself, 
while the Apprehension is not different from itself. The reason for this 
lies in the very nature of things. The Apprehension being of the nature of 
Light, Illumination or Manifestation, does not stand in need of any other 
thing to manifest it or make it apprehended ; it is therefore Self-apprehended ; 
the Apprehender—Soul—and the Apprehended Object,—on the other hand, 
are not of the nature of Light or I]umination ; hence for the manifestation 
of these they require something different from themselves, which is of the 
nature of Light. That the Apprehender—Soul—and the Apprehended— 
Object—are not of the nature of Light is proved in the following manner :— 
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We know, as a matter of fact, that in the waking state, both the 
Apprehender and the Object figure in the Apprehension; but neither of 
these really figures in the Apprehension during deep sleep ; and yet it cannot 
be denied that they are there all the time. The fact of their being there, 
and yet not appearing in Consciousness, proves that they are not of the 
nature of Light. The case of the Apprehension on the other hand is totally 
different ; whenever and wherever it exists, it is self-manifest and self- 
apprehended ; it is thus neither like the Apprehender nor like the Appre- 
hended Object, both of which are never apprehended except through the 
Apprehension. 

As regards the question of Pramana and Phala, Prabhakara holds 
that if the term ‘Pramana’ be taken to mean that which is cognised,—t.e., 
the Cognition itself,—then it is this Cognition itself that is the Pramaya, 
Valid Cognition ; and in this case the Phala—the Resultant, Effect,;—would 
consist in either the acceptance or the rejection by the Cognising Agent, of 
the object Cognised, or his indifference towards it ;—these three being the 
attitudes taken by the Cogniser towards the things that he cognises. If, 
on the other hand, the term ‘Pramanq’ is taken as ‘that by which something 
is cognised,’—i.e., the Means of Cognition ;—then the name ‘Pramdna’ 
would apply to the Mind-Soul Contact (which is the element common to all 
Cognition) ; and in this case, the Cognition itself would be the ‘“Phala’, the . 
Resultant.—So also in the case of the name ‘Pramana’ being applied either 
to the cognising Sense-Organ or to the Contact with the Mind,—the Cognition 
itself would be the Phala, as it is towards this result that all the said agencies 
are operative. 


(C) BuArra Virw or Perception. 


There are six Sense-Organs (as according to Prabhakara) (Shastradipika, 
p- 21). The contact of these and the process of ‘perception’ have been 
described under ‘Sense-Organs’ above. 


As a matter of common experience, when an Object is first perceived— 
be it a Substance or Quality or a ‘Universal’—it is perceived in its own 
pure form, free from all distinctive features; our own experience is the 
sole criterion and authority for the view that whenever the Object comes 
within the range of our Sense-Organs, and our Mind is not ‘absent’, we 
perceive the Object by itself ;—the Cognition that appears of it is a mere 
Alochana or Simple Perception, called ‘nirvikalpaka’, Non-conceptual— 
appertaining to the Object ¢tself pure and simple, resembling the cognition 
by a new-born infant. (Shlo. Va. Pratyaksa 112.)—This has been called 
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Nirvikalalpaka-pratyaksa, Non-conceptual Perception. This is followed 
by a fuller perception of the thing as having certain distinctive features— 
such as belonging to a certain Community or ‘Universal’, bearing a certain 
name and so forth. The former is somewhat indistinct and the latter quite 
distinct ; the latter is called ‘Savikalpaka-Pratyaksa’ , Conceptual Perception. 
Some people have held that this latter is the only Perception and there 
is no Non-conceptual Perception. But this is confrary to all experience. 
What is apprehended by the Non-conceptual Perception is a vague undefi ned 
sort of ‘something’ which might embrace any number of things ; while what is 
apprehended by the Conceptual Perception is a definite thing with its own 
individual characteristies—(Shastradipika, pp. 22—24.) (See Silo. Va. 
Pratyaksa, pp. 112, 120 et seq.) Both are ‘Perception’ because Sense-horn 
(Nya. Ratna, p. 175). 

On the question of what is ‘Pramdna’ and what its Phala, Kumdarila 
is not very particular. (Shlo, Va. Pratyaksa, p.59.) He apparently accepts 
the view of Prabhakara, which appears to be the commonsense view. (See 
Shlo. Va. Pratyaksa, p. 70 et. seq.) 


Pleasure etc. are amenable to Sense-Perception, through the instru- 
mentality of the Mind, which is a ‘Sense-Organ’. (bid., p. 83.) 

As regards ‘Yogic’ (Mystic) Perception, some people have held that 
these apprehend even past and future things,—also those that are too 
subtle or are hidden from view and too remote and so forth. They argue 
that in view of this fact, Perception cannot be regarded as restricted to 
things present only. The answer to this is that the Perception of the Mystic 
also cannot differ from the Perception of the ordinary man ; and so long as 
it is Perception, it must appertain to things present only ; and what does not 
pertain to present things cannot be regarded as Perception. Such Cognitions 
may be regarded as ‘Intuitional’, due to Pratibha, Intuition ; but such 
intuitional Cognition cannot be always free from doubt. (Ibid., pp. 26—37.) 


CHAPTER XI 
ANUMANA: INFERENCE 


(A) SHapara’s VIEW. 

[Shabara-Bhasya—Trs., p. 15]—When the Perception of one factor 
of a well-recognised relationship (of Invariable Concomitance) leads to the 
cognition of the other factor of that relationship,—which latter is not in 
contact with the person’s Sense-Organs,—this secod Cognition is what is 
called ‘Anumana’, ‘Inference’, (Inferential Cognition). Inference and the 
other forms of Cognition also presuppose, and are based bupon, Sense- 
perception. (‘Trs., p. 8.) 

What is meant is that the cognition of the permanent relationship 
between. two things helps in the Inferential Cognition by providing to the 
Agent the idea of the other factor of the relationship when one factor is 
cognised ; when the observer perceives a certain thing, and recalls to his 
mind the permanent relationship that that thing has been known to bear 
to another thing,—this recalled idea of the relationship presents to his mind 
the apprehension of the other factor of that relationship, and to this appre- 
hension is given the name ‘Inferential Cognition’.—(Prakrana-pafichiha, 
p- 74.) 

[Shabara-Bhasya, p. 15|—This Inferential Cognition is of two kinds: 
(1) That based upon the Directly-perceived relationship, and (2) that based 
upon a generalised relationship ; as an instance of the former, we have the 
Inferential Cognition of Fire following from the Cognition of Smoke (which 
is based upon the invariable concomitance of Smoke and Fire, which has 
been directly perceived in the Kitchen) ;—and as an example of the second 
kind of Inferential Cognition, we have the case where, finding that the 
Sun changes its position, we infer that ‘the Sun is moving,’—on the ground 
of our experience that, in the case of the person Devadatta, we have found 
that it is only after he moves that he changes his position ; which experience 
has led us to the generalised Premiss that ‘whenever an object changes its 
position, it moves ;’ and it is on this generalised premiss that the Inference 


of the Sun’s movement is based. 


(B) Pripnaxara Virw or INFERENCE 
[Rjuvimala, p. 49|—The relationship upon which Inference is based 


must be one that is Unfailing, ever true and permanent ; e.g., that which 
12 
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subsists between Cause and Effect, between Whole and Part, between 
Substance and Quality, between Qualities subsisting in the same Substance, 
and so forth: for instance, the relationship between Fire (Cause) and 
Smoke (Effect). 


[Rjuvimala, p. 95]—Question—“What is that Means of Knowledge 
by which we obtain the right knowledge of the permanent and unfailing 
character of the said relationship ? It cannot be known through Percep- 
tion, which is operative only in regard to the things in the present and in 
contact with the Sense-Organs. Nor could it be known through Inference 
or Presumption, as both of these also would, in their turn, depend upon 
like relationships, which would thus involve an infinite regress.—Nor lastly 
could it be known through Perception obtained through the instrumentality 
of the Mind alone (irrespectively of Sense-Contact) ; because if the Mind 
alone by itself were to bring about such Cognitions, then men would 
become omniscient ; and there would be no limitation upon the reach and 
functioning of the Mind”. 


This difficulty has been met in the following manner :—The relationship 
is cognised through that same Means of Cognition by which the members 
of the relationship are cognised ; ¢.g., between Fire and Smoke, all relation- 
ships are cognised by means of Perception through the Senses ;_ the 
relationships being apprehended as qualifications belonging to the two 
things (Fire and Smoke), which latter are perceived by themselves. The 
particular time and place also are perceived as qualifying adjuncts of those 
game things. Thus it is that Fire and Smoke become perceived as qualified 
by a qualifying Relationship and by certain specifications of Time and 
Place. The next stage in the process is the recognition of the fact that 
while, in some cases, Fire is found to be concomitant with Smoke, there 
are instances where it is not so; €.g., in the case of the Red-hot Iton ; this 
gives rise to the conviction that the Relationship (of concomitance) of 
Fire with Smoke is not constant, but qualified by variations of Time and 
Place ;—as for Smoke, on the other hand, it is never found apart from 
Fire ; and this gives rise to the conviction that Smoke is always, invariably, 
concomitant with Fire; that is, the said Relationship of Smoke and Fire. 
is contant. After this conviction has dawned upon the mind, all that is 
needed for the forthcoming Inferential Cognition (of Fire) is the apprehension 
of the mere existence of Smoke ; for which apprehension alone there is need 
for the operation of a Means of Cognition ; and when once this existence 
has been apprehended, the idea of the connection and presence of Fire 
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follows naturally from the pre-conceived notion of the said relationship 
between Fire and Smoke. Thus then all that is needed for the apprehension 
of the Inferential Cognition is supplied by Sense-Perception itself. This 
view may be open to the objection that, under the above explanation, the 
Cognition of Smoke would include within itself the Cognition of Fire also, and 
thus there would be nothing left unknown which would be cognised by the 
resultant Inferential Cognition ; and this last would therefore cease to be 
Valid Cognition, Pramana. This objection would have had some force 
against the Prabhakara, only if Pramana, Valid Cognition, had been defined 
as that which affords the cognition of something not already cognised. As 
a matter of fact however Prabhakara does not make this a necessary condition 
in the Validity of a Cognition ; he defines it simply as Apprehension, and 
certainly the Cognition of -Fire following upon the Cognition of Smoke is 
‘Apprehension’. Then again, in all cases of Inferential Cognition, the 
previous knowledge of the relationship between the ‘Subject’ and ‘the 
‘Probans’ is absolutely necessary ; and hence Inferential Cognition must 
always pertain to things already known. The reason why Inferential 
Cognition does not appear in regard to each and every thing known to us 
lies in the fact that there can be no Cognition of any sort unless the Agent 
wishes it (¢.¢., has his mind turned towards it) ; and in a case where all that 
we wish to know regarding a certain thing is already known by other and 
simpler means of knowledge, there is no occasion for us to recall to our 
minds the various relationships borne by the thing concerned ; and hence 
the idea of the relationship not being before the Mind, no Inferential Cogni- 
tion ensues.—(Vide Prakaranapafichika, p. 76.) 


The very definition of Inferential Cognition serves to indicate all the 
more important defects in the Inferential process,—which defects have 
been called ‘Hétuabhdsa’, Defective or Fallacious Reason, For instance, 
(a) the condition that ‘the relationship between the two factors must be one 
that has been previously known’ precludes the Asddharana or Too Specific 
Reason (Probans). As a matter of fact, the character that belongs speci- 
fically to the ‘Subject’ cannot form the basis of any valid Inference ; because 
such a character could not have been perceived anywhere else, and thus 
this character along with the Subject could never be known as related to 
any third object, and yet it is the relationship to this third object that forms 
the essence of an Inferential conclusion. Tor example, the arch is related to 
Odorousnegs by such a peculiar relationship that that relationship cannot 
indicate the Earth as being related to anything other than the said 
Odorousness.—(b) The condition that ‘there must be a clear relationship 
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between the two factors’ precludes the ‘Badhita’ Anulled Probans ; e.g., 
when the eternality of Word. Sound is sought to be established on the 
basis of its being an Effect, it is found that no positive relationship is possible 
between the character of ‘Eternality’ and that of being an Effect,—the 
two being naturally contradictory ; for this reason the said Inference cannot 
be valid.—(c) The condition that ‘the relationship should be infallible, 
permanent’ precludes the Sddhdrana, Too Wide Probans ; e.g., when the 
‘Bternality’ of Word-Sound is sought to be proved on the basis of its being 
cognisable, it is found that the relationship between ‘Eternality’ and ‘Cogni- 
sability’ is not. permanent, inasmuch as there are many things that are 
cognisable without being eternal ; and hence the said relationship cannot 
lead to a valid Inference of Hternality.—(d) The condition that ‘one factor 
of the relationship (which is to be the Probans) must be perceived or well 
known in order to bring about the Inferential Cognition’ precludes the 
‘Asiddha’, Impossible or Unknown Probans ; ¢.g., when the fact of things 
like Merit and Demerit being perceptible to Buddha is sought to be proved on 
the ground of His Omniscience,—it is found that, inasmuch as this ‘Omnis- 
cience has never been perceived or well known at all’ it cannot lead to a 
valid Inference. 


Apart from these Fallacies, the Prabhakara does not accept any other, 
For instance, he does not admit of the Newtralised Probans (‘Satparatipraksa’). 
His reason for this is that it is impossible for two contradictory characters to 
be predicated of the same ‘Subject’, as is presupposed by the Fallacy of 
‘Neutralisation’ ; as under the circumstances, the two Inferences cannot be 
equally valid, as is implied by this fallacy ; such contradictory Inferences 
would be possible only when the real character of the ‘Subject’ would be 
unknown. (See Prakaranapafichika, p. 77.) 


The Object of Inferential Cognition is of two kinds :—(1) Drstasva- 
laksana, that of which the specific individuality or feature is perceived, 
and (2) the Adrstasvalaksana, that of which the said feature is not perceived. 
To the former category belong all such things as Fire and the like ; and to 
the second category, such super-sensuous things as the ‘Capacity’ of things, 
—the specific feature of which cannot be perceived, and yet it is possbible 
for us to cognise its permanent and infallible relationship to get at its 
Inferential Cognition. For instance, we cannot perceive the burning capacity 
of Fire, and yet we can infer its existence from noting its Effect produced 
upon things. (See Prakaranapafichika, p. 78.) 

As to what is the ‘Pramadna and what the Resultant, in the case of 
Inference, the conclusion is the same as in the case of Perception. That is 
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to say, if we regard ‘Pramapa’ as synonymous with ‘Valid’ Cognition 
(Pramiti),—and hence ‘Anumana as synonymous with ‘Inferential Cognition’, 
—then what is “Anwmdna’, Inference, is the Cognition of the Subject, Fire, 
proceeding from the Mind-Soul contact, as influenced by the perception of 
the Inferential Indicative (Smoke) ; and the ‘Resultant’ in this case would 
consist of the acceptance or rejection of the cognised object by the cognising 
Agent.—If, on the other hand, ‘Pramdna’ is regarded as the Means by 
which valid cognition is obtained,—and ‘Anumana’ as that by means of 
which the valid Inferential Cognition is obtained,—then, in that case, the 
Anumdna-Pramana would be the Mind-Soul contact; and the relation 
between the several factors would form the ‘Cognitive Proces; and the 
Resultant in this case would be the Inferential Cognition itself. If, lastly, 
the Means (of the Cognition) be taken as that which is the most effective 
(Sddhakatama) in the bringing about of the Result, then the Perception of the 
Inferential Indicative or Probans (e.g., Smoke) would have to be regarded 
as the Anumdna-Pramana (Means of Inferential Cognition) ; as it is this 
that is most directly and immediately effective in bringing about the 
Inferential Cognition (of Fire). (See Prakaranapatichika, p. 82.) 

There are two kinds of Inference—(1) ‘Svartha’, for one’s own benefit, 
and (2) ‘Parartha’, for the benefit of others. In the former, the conclusion 
is deduced from the premiss or premises recalled to the mind ; in this case 
all the processes need not be stated ; one often deduces a conclusion from a 
single premiss. In the second, the conclusion is deduced from premises 
which are generally fully stated. 


As regards this Statement of the Inference, it consists of three 
Propositions, technically called ‘Avayavas’, Factors, of the Inferential 
Statement. These are—(1) Statement of the Proposition, (2) the Statement 
of the Major Premiss—involving the Statement of the Corroborative Instance, 
and (3) the Statement of the Minor Premiss—involving the Statement of 
the Probans or Inferential Indicative.—(1) The Statement of the Proposition 
serves to point out what is intended to be proved by the Inference ; e.g., 
‘Word-Sound is eternal’ ; it is only when this has been stated that we can 
intelligently proceed with the Inference.—(2) The Major Premiss states 
the Corroborative Instance and shows that there is an unfailing relationship 
between what is sought to be proved (the Probandum) (Hternality) and that 
by means of which it is sought to be proved (the Probans) ; and this relation- 
ship must be indicated as existing in cases that are well known to both 
parties ; for instance, when it is intended to prove the presence of Fire 
by means of the presence of Smoke, the Major Premiss is stated thus :— 
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‘Wherever there is Smoke there is Fire, as in the Kitchen’. Instances that 
do not apply to the case in question are regarded as wrong—gvz Fi 
Lastly, inasmuch as Inferential Cognition follows upon the Perception of 
one of the two factors between which the permanent relationship subsists,— 
the perception of one factor becomes a necessary element in all Inferences ; 
and it is as stating this, the presence of the one factor, that the Minor 
Premiss becomes essential. For instance, when seeking to prove the 
presence of Fire on the Hill by means of the presence of Smoke, it is necessary 
to make the statement that ‘there is Smoke on the Hill’ ; without which the 
conclusion—that ‘there is Fire on the Hill’—could not be rightly deduced. 
(Prakaranapafichika, p. 82) 

There is some difference of opinion regarding the precise order in 
which the Inferential Argument should state the two premises. According 
to Prabhakara, there need to be no hard and fast rule regarding this order ; 
because the conclusion—‘There is fire on the Hill’—follows all the same, 
whether we state the reasoning in the form—‘(a) Wherever there is Smoke 
there is Fire, as in the Kitchen ;—and (6) there is Smoke on the Hill,’—or 
in the form—‘(a) There is Smoke on the Hill, and (6) wherever there is 
Smoke there is Fire, as in the Kitchen’. (See Prakaranapafichthd, p. 85). 

Some writers have held that the purposes of the Corroborative 
Instance can be also served by the Negative Instance, or an Instance per 
contra ; for in corroboration of the reasoning “There is Fire because there 
is Smoke’, we may put forward the Instance ‘Whenever there is no Fire, 
there is no Smoke, as in the Tank’.—This view is not accepted by the 
Prabhakara: because, he argues, the Probans can prove the conclusion 
only by force of its relationship to that which is sought to be proved ; and this 
relationship can be asserted only by means of a positive instance, not by a 
negative one ; even though in some cases, the Negative Instance may serve 
to point out the necessary relationship, yet it can do so only indirectly, 
the process thereby becoming more involved than in the case where the 
instance is stated in the positive form. Hence in all cases, it is the positive 
instance that should be put forward. (See Prakaranapafichiha, p. 85). 

The defects pertaining to the ‘Subject’, Paksa, of the inferential 
Reasoning are of two kinds.—(a) being contary to well-known facts of 
experience, and (b) having a qualification that is absolutely unknown.—The 
defects pertaining to the Probans have already been indicated above under 
‘Fallacies’, Those pertaining to the Instance are of four kinds,—(1) being 


not applicable to what is sought to be proved, 7.¢., the Probandum ; (2) being 
not applicable to the Probans ; (3) being not applicable either to the Probans 
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or to the Probandum ; and (4) failing to establish the desired relationship, 
The defects pertaining to the Statement of the Proposition are 
(1) Indefiniteness and Obscurity of Expression and (2) Non-Affirmation, 
(Prakaranapatichika, p. 87.) 


(C) Buarra View or INFERENCE. 

Shabara (Trs., p. 8) has declared that Inference (along with the other 
forms of Cognition) presupposes, and is based upon, Perception.—This 
has been objected to in Shlo. Va. Pratyaksa, 87—94; and explained 
in 95-96 et. seg. The objection emanates from the Buddhist, who holds the 
view that ‘Perception is always Non-Conceptual’ and as such, it cannot 
form the basis of Inference or any other form of Cognition, as all these latter 
relate to the relationship of things, while no relationship can figure in 
Perception which is always Non-Conceptual. 

Kumarila’s answer to this is that all that the Bhasya means is that the 
Inferential and other cognitive processes can proceed only after one or 
the other factors that figure therein have been previously perceived. 

To the stock objection that the Major Premiss already implies the 
Conclusion ;—hence (in the words of J. 8. Mill) —“Every syllogism involves 
the fallacy of Petitio Principit”,—the answer given by the Bhatta is bolder 
than that given by Prabhakara, who, as we have seen, had to give up the 
idea that ‘every valid cognition must apprehend something not already 
known’. The Bhatta accepts the permanent relationship between the 
Probandum (Fire) and Probans (Smoke), and yet holds to the view that 
Inferential Cognition, like every valid cognition, apprehends something that 
is not already known. He argues that, even through it is true that the 
Probans—Smoke—is seen, and also that the said perception of Smoke carries 
with it the vague general idea of the Fire as a permanent concomitant of 
the Smoke,—yet the final Object apprehended by the resultant Inferential 
Cognition is, not one that is already known by other means of Cognition ; 
because the said perception of Smoke, though implying the vague notion of 
Fire as its relative, does not imply the notion of the presence of the Fire 
in the mountain ; and it is this qualified Fire that forms the object of the 
Inferential Cognition. Thus Inferential Cognition also has to be regarded 
as apprehending something not already known by other means. The vague 
notion of Fire in general is already there ; but the Cognition of the Fire as 
related to a particular time and place,—the mountain for instance,—is not 
implied in the perception of Smoke. The smoke is seen,—the idea of Fire 
in general is also there, implied in the perception of Smoke,—the perception 
of the mountain is also there ; but there is no idea yet of the Fire as present 
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in the Mountain, and it is this that forms the objective of the Inferential 
Cognition. (Shastradipika, pp. 41—44). 

When a man has got the Inferential Cognition through his knowledge 
of the permanent relationship between the Probans and the probandum,—he 
may wish to convey the same to another person ; but for doing so, and for 
convincing him of the validity of his conclusion, he will have to state the 
Inferential reasoning in full ; this Statement is called the ‘“Sddhana’, ‘proof’ 
of the conclusion. The Statement of the proof consists, according to the 
Bhatta, of three Statements :—(1) Statement of the Conclusion (‘Word- 
Sound is transitory’), (2) Statement of the Probans or the Reason (‘Because 
it is an Effect’), (3) Statement of the Major Premiss along with Corroborative 
Instance (‘All Effects are transient, e.g., the Jar’). The order of these 
Statements is immaterial ; the reasoning may be stated as—(1) “The Effects 
are transient—e.g., the Jar’, (2) ‘The Word-Sound is an Effect’, and (3) 
“Therefore Word-Sound is transient’.—(Shastradipika, p. 44.) 

The following are the defects in the Inferential Process :— 


(1) Defects of the Statement of the Conclusion—(a) Contrary to perce- 
ptible facts, (6) Unknown qualification and so forth (See Shlo. Va., Anumana). 

(2) Defects of the Probans—(a) Unknown, not admitted, Inadmissable, 
(b) Fallible, Inconclusive, (c) Contradictory, («) The Unknown or the Inad- 
missible is of five kinds :—(1) Inadmissible by itself, (2) Inadmissible in 
Qualification, (3) Inadmissible Negation, (4) Inadmissible Substratum, 
(5) Inadmissible Concomitance. (6) The Inconclusive is of two kinds— 
(1) Fallible, Untrue, and (2) Neutralised. In the case of the Neutralised 
Probans, the two contradictory reasons are not equally valid; what is 
meant is that the parties are unable to notice any difference in their 
comparative validity—The Too-Wide Probans also is defective ; 80 also 
is the Z'oo-Narrow Probans.—(c) The Contradictory Probans is what is 
concomitant with the contrary of the Probandum. 

The Corroborative Instance is of two kinds :—Instance of Similarity 
and Instance of Dissimilarity. An example of the former we have in the 
Kitchen—which provides an instance of the concomitance of Smoke with 
Fire ; an example of the Instance of Dissimilarity we have in the Tank, 
which provides an instance of the concomitance of No-Fire and No-Smoke. 
But it is seldom necessary to state the second kind of Instance. (Shastra- 
dipika, p. 45.) 

What is meant by the Bhasya declaring that there are two kinds of 
Inference is only that there are Inferences pertaining to Particulars as 
well as to Universals. (Shastradipikd, p. 50.) 


CHAPTER XII 
‘VERBAL COGNITION’ : ‘SCRIPTURAL INJUNCTION’ 
(A) SHapara-BuAsya. 


‘Shastra’, ‘Scriptural Injunction’, is that means of cognising super- 
sensuous things (i.e., Dharma and Adharma) which proceeds from Verbal 
Cognition.—(Bhasya Trs., p. 15.) 

The Bhdsya does not think it necessary to provide a definition of 
‘Word’ or ‘Verbal Cognition’ in general ; it defines only the particular form 
of Word, Injunction, which is what bears upon the subject-matter of 
Mimirhsa, viz., Dharma-Adharma. Fence the term ‘Shabda’ here stands for 
the Vedic or Scriptural Word, and ‘Artha’ for Dharma-Adharma, which 
forms the subject-matter of ‘Scripture’-—says Kumarila. (Shlo. Varteka, 
Shabda, 8—13.) 

According to Prabhikara (Brhatt?, p. 104) also, the term ‘Shastra’ 
(n° the Definition) stands for Injuction; and the term ‘Shabdavijnanw 
stands for the Cognition of something to be done, derived through Word. 
Hence ‘Shastra’, Injunction, is the means of cognising what should be done, 
through Words. (Si. 1.1.5., Bhdsya—tTrs., p. 9.) 

In course of discussion, the general question relating to Verbal Cognition 
in general and its validity and reliability, also comes in for full treatment. 
(Shabara-Bhasya Txs., pp. 16—25) as below. 


The validity and reliability of the cognition derived from Scriptural 
Injunction is assailed on the ground of the Veda (Scripture) being full of 
absurd and incoherent assertions: which fact vitiates its validity as a 
guide to the right knowledge of Dharma. (Shabara-Bhagya, pp. 16-17.) 


The answer to this is provided in Si. 5.—The relation of the Word 
with its denotation is inborn ; Injunction’ is the means of knowing Dharma,— 
and it is infallible in regard to all that is imperceptible ; tt is a valid means of 
knowledge, as it is independent, That is, (a) the relation between the Word 
and its Denotation is inseparable ; (b) it becomes the means of knowing 
Dharma, which is not cognisable by any other Means of Cognition ;—(c) it is 
Word in the form of Injunction that provides this knowledge ;—(d) this 
means of knowing Dharma is infallible ; (e) hence it is a valid means of 
knowledge ; as it is independent. That is, when a cognition has been 

13 
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brought about by the said Word, there is no need for any other corroborating 
Cognition or Person. (Bhasya, Trs. pp. 8-9.) 

What is meant by the relation between the Word and its Denotation 
being ‘inborn’ is that it does not owe its origin to any person, it is primordial, 
original, self-sufficient, not dependent upon any other Means of Cognition. 
(Bhisya, Trs., p. 17.) 

If the connection between the Word and its Denotation were dependent 
upon other Means of Cognition, then all those Words and Expressions 
which speak of super-sensuous things might be regarded as of doubtful 
validity ; when however the said connection is inborn, inherent, self-sufficient, 
then there is nothing to shake the inherent validity of what is learnt from the 
words of the Veda. (Brihati-Rijuvimala.) 


Thus then the knowledge provided by the Scriptural Injunction 
must be right and reliable. In the case of Words emanating from human 
sources, there may be doubts regarding their validity or truth ; as in this 
case it would all be dependent for its validity upon things extraneous to 
themselves,—such as the validity of those sources from which the speaker 
may have derived his knowledge of what he is speaking of and so forth. 
On the other hand, in the case of the Word not emanating from a human 
source,—why should there be any doubt regarding its truth? Certainly, 
we do not require any corroboration of what we learn from the said Word ; 
when the Word speaks of something, what is meant is that it makes that 
thing known, %.e., it becomes the means of that thing becoming known ; 
so that as soon as the Means, in the shape of the Word, is there, what is 
expressed by it becomes known by itself, without any extraneous help. 
Under the circumstances, how could one call it ‘false’ ? As a matter of 
fact, the notion derived from an Injunction is not of a doubtful character ; 
nor does there appear any notion to the contrary at any other time or 
place, or under any other circumstances. (Shabara—Trs., pp. 17-18.) 


This leads on to. the general question of Words and their Denotation. 
It is argued that all that has been said above may be true ; but there can 
be no relationship between the Word and what is denoted by it; none of 
the several kinds of Relationship—Conjunction, Inherence, Cause-Effect, 
Container-contained—is possible between the Word and what it denotes. 

The answer to the above is that the Relationship between the Word 
and what it denotes is that of the Denoter-Denoted, %.e., of the Name and 
the Named.—This is objected to on the ground that no such Relationship 
is cognised when one hears a Word uttered for the first time.—The answer 


Ce 
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to this is that in all such things our experience is the only guide. It is only 
when we find a Word actually expressing a certain thing that we regard it 
as the Denoter of that thing; this is not found possible in the case of a 
Word heard for the first time ; in fact, the denotation of a Word is under- 
stood only when it has been heard used as many times as makes it definitely 
recognised that ‘this Word denotes this thing’—Says the opponent—“If 
the Word does not express any meaning when it is heard for the first time, 
then the relation between the Word and its Denotation cannot be inborn, 
it must be something created, artificial”. (Bhasya, Trs., p. 18.) The 
answer to this is that the said relation cannot be artificial ; it cannot be 
regarded as created by any person—not even by God. No such creator 
of Word-relationship can be vouched for by any Means of Cognition. 

The Bhasya (Trs., p. 19) takes up the three questions—(1) What is a 
Word? (2) What is its Denotation? and (3) What is the relation between 
the Word and its Denotation ? 


I. What is a Word? The Word is a verbal unit composed of a 
number of letters. Tor instance, in the case of the word ‘Gauh’ (as denoting 
the Cow), the Word is the unit composed of the component letters g, ai and h. 
Such is the declaration of the revered Upavarsa. Among people the term 
‘Word’ is applied to what is apprehended by the Ear ; and in the case of the 
Word ‘gah?’ what is apprehended by the Ear is the unit composed of the 
said letters (p. 19). 


The Bhdsya brings forward, in this connection, the view of 
the Grammarian regarding the nature of the ‘Word’. The Grammarian 
holds what has been called the ‘Doctrine of the Sphota’. He argues as 
follows (against the view propounded by Upavarsa) :—“Tf it is as declared 
by Upavarsa, then there can be no cognition of the meaning of a word. 
Because, as a matter of fact, the cognition of what the Word denotes does 
not appear on the hearing of the component letters, directly ; and apart from 
the component letters, there is no single entity in the shape of the compostte 
whole (under the above theory), from which the cognition of the Denotation 
could follow. For instance, at the moment that we hear the letter ‘ga’, 
we do not hear the letter ‘aw’, and so forth. From all this it follows that 
the word ‘gauh’ as a composite unit, must be something different from the 
component letters; and it is from this composite unit that the cognition of 
the Denotation follows [and to this composite unit we give the name Sphota]’’. 


Shabara’s answer to this is as follows :—What happens is that each 
component letter, as it is uttered, leaves an impression behind, and what 
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brings about the cognition of the Denotation of the Word is the last component 
letter along with the Impressions of each of the preceeding component letters. 
In actual experience, the composite Word-unit is never found to be anything 
entirely different from the component letters ; hence there can be no ‘Word’ 
apart from the component letters—This is a much simpler hypothesis 
than that of the Grammarian who has to postulate a “Sphota’ as entirely 
distinct from the component letters; while our doctrine requires no such 
postulate. (Shabara, Trs., pp. 19-20.) 


II. What is it that is donoted by the Word? What is denoted by the 
Word—‘Cow’, for instance,—is the ‘Universal’ (Class or Community) ‘Cow’ — 
marked by certain characteristic features—the dewlap, for instance. This 
Universal is an accomplished entity and is actually perceived as such. 
(Shabara, Trs., pp. 21-22.) 


That it is the ‘Universal’ that is denoted by the Word has been declared 
by Jaimini himself under 1.3.33 ; and Shabara’s comments on this Siitra 
are found under Adhikaraya 10 B of Adhydya 1, Pada 3—Sitras 30 to 35. 
(Trs., pp. 11&8—124). 


Under this Adhikarana, the question is pointedly raised—Is it the 
‘Universal’ or the ‘Individual’ that is denoted by the Word? That factor 
which is common to several particular things is the Class or Universal ; 
while that which possesses certain specific wncommon characteristics is 
the Individual. The question as to which of these two is denoted by the 
Word—‘Cow’ for instance—arises from the fact that whenever the Word 
‘cow’ is pronounced in common parlance, it brings about the idea of the 
Universal—the class-character—common to all cows,—and yet in all actions 
resulting from the use of the Word, it is the individual cow that comes in, 


The Individual-Theory has been thus set forth (in Sz. 30 and Bhdsya) : 
(A) If Words denoted Universals or Classes, no Injunctions of Action would 
be possible ; 4.e., if Words denoted ‘Universals’, there could be no injunction 
of actions like killing, washing, chopping and so forth, as none of these actions 
could be done to any ‘Universal’. As regards the notion of Class or Universal 
that appears on the utterance of the Word, the right view is that the “Uni- 
versal’ figures only as the distinguishing feature of the Individual denoted 
by the Word,—the idea being that of ‘that particular animal which has 
the class-character Cow’ ; just as when the word ‘Lancer’ is uttered, though 
the resultant idea is that the man with the Lance, yet the Lance is not what 
is denoted by the Word, it comes only as the characterising feature of the 
man,—(B) Another argument favouring the Individual-Theory is that, 
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if the Word denoted ‘Universals’, then there would be no words expressive 
of qualities as subsisting in substances. (St. 31); that is, if Words denoted 
the ‘Universal’, there would be no Word expressive of qualities, such as 
we have in the expression ‘Six cows are to be given as the Sacrificial Fee’.— 
(C) The third argument (Sd. 32) is that we meet with such Vedic texts as—‘If 
the animal consecrated has run away, one should secure another animal 
of the same colour and of the same age’; if words denoted the ‘Universal’ 
then there could be no securing of ‘another animal’: as the other animal 
also would belong to the same ‘Universal’ as the one that has run away. 
From all this it follows that what is denoted by the Word is the Individual”. 


The Siddhanta view is that it is the Class, the Universal, that is denoted, 
as it is that which serves the purpuse of Actions. (Sd. 33). For instance we 
have the Injunction ‘One should erect the Altar like the “Shyén@ ; such 
an injunction would have sense only if the word ‘“Shyéna’ denoted the 
Universal’ If it denoted an individual Shyena-bird, then, inasmuch as it 
would be impossible for the performer to make or produce any such individual 
bird,—the Injunction would be laying down something impossible and 
hence meaningless and futile. The word therefore must stand for the 
Class, the Universal, the factor common to all individuals, and as such re- 
presentable and producible in the shape of the figure of the Bird......... if 
the Word denoted any one Individual, then it could not be used for any 
other Individual......... and if the Word ‘Cow’ could be used for other 
Individual cows also, then why could it not be used for other Individual 
animals—Horses, Asses, etc. ?....--+++ If again, a Word were to denote that 
Individual alone to which it has been actually applied in usage, then the 
Word ‘cow’ could not be used in reference to the newborn calf. Nor, in this 
case, would it be possible to have any such comprehensive idea the Cow 
as is met with in such expressions as—'this is a cow, that is a cow’. Asa 
matter of fact, too, no Word is ever found to be applied to any one Individual 
only, and not to another. It may be held that—“the word Cow is applied 
to and denotes all those Individuals wherein the common classcharacter— 
‘Cowness’—subsists’. If that were so, then what would be cognised as 
denoted by the Word would be a qualified Individual, i.e., the Individual 
qualified by the Universal ‘Cow’ ;—in that case the qualifying factor—the 
Universal ‘Cow’—should be one that has been already cognised before.—It 
may be held that “the Word may be taken as denoting the Universal as 
the qualifying factor and the Individual as the qualified factor ; and in any 
particular case, which of these two is the primary and which the secondary 
will be determined by the intention of the Speaker.’”—This however cannot 
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be so ; such determination of the Primary or the Secondary character would 
be possible or necessary only if both, Universal as well as Individual, were 
denoted by the Word ; as a matter of fact, however, by positive and negative 
concommitance we know that what is invariably expressed by the Word is 
the Universal, not the Individual, the idea of which latter only follows upon 
the wake of the notion of the Universal.—Nor can the Word be taken as 
denoting the Universal as qualified by the Individual ; as, if that were so, 
then the Word denoting the Universal as qualified by any one Individual, 
could not be applied to any other Individual. From all this it follows that 
it is the Universal that is denoted by the Word, and it is this Cognition 
of the Universal or Class that brings about the notion of the Individual 
subsequently. 

[Sa. 34, Bha., Trs., P., 123]. It has been argued by the Individualist 
that (1) “no action would be possible, if the Word denoted the Universal” 
(Sd. 30)—and (2) that “there would be no Word expressive of Qualities 
subsisting in Substances” (Sd 31),—and (3) “that there could be no 
Injunction of another, such as we have in the text another animal should 
be brought in’. (Si. 32). 

The answer to all this is that—As Words denote Universals or classes, 
and through these, also Individuals, there would be no dissociation from Action, 
etc. (Sa. 35). That is, (a) inasmuch as the Word denotes the Universal, 
the Action enjoined would pertain to that Individual which is related to 
that Universal. For instance, in the case of the Injunction ‘Sprinkle water 
on the Vrihi-Corn’,—what is enjoined is the sprinkling of water over paddy— 
over that Substance which is helpful in the sacrificial performance ; as the 
sprinkling could not be enjoined as to be done over the ‘Universal’ because 
no sprinkling over a ‘Universal’ is possible ; so what happens in this case 
is that the word ‘Vrihi-Corn’, which really denotes the ‘Universal’, is used 
for the purpose of qaulifying and indicating the receptacle of the action of 
sprinkling water; so that the ‘Universal’, when cognised as denoted by 
the Word, would qualify that receptacle of the action. Thus there would 
be no incongruity at all. (b) Similarly as regards Words expressive of 
qualities—in the case of the text speaking of ‘Siz Cows’, what is intended 
to be declared is the number of that substance which is to be given as the 
Fee, and the word ‘cows’, as denoting the ‘Universal’, serves to qualify 
and indicate that Substance. (c) As regards the Injunction regarding 
‘another animal’, what is meant to be spoken of as ‘another’ is the substitute 
for what has been lost; and hence the word ‘animal’, which denotes the 
‘Universal’, serves to qualify and indicate the real substitute. 
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Thus it is established that all Words like ‘Cow’ ‘Horse’ and so forth 
denote Classes or Universals. (Shabara, Trs., p. 124.) 


III. The third question is—What is the relation between the Word 
and its Denotation ? 


The relation between the Word and its Denotation is that—on the 
Word being cognised, what is denoted by it becomes cognised. That is, 
the relation is that of the Name and the Named. (Shabara, Trs., p. 22.) 


All these three—(1) the Word, (2) its Denotation, i.e., the Universal, 
and (3) the relation between these,—are eternal. That the ‘Universal’ 
(or Class) is eternal has been shown above (Section on Jati). 


The relation between the Word and its Denotation is also eternal. 
It cannot be regarded as brought about by any Person (in the shape of 
God) ; as there is no proof of the existence of such a Person.—Words are 
always taught as accomplished entities having the inherent power of denoting 
things. If it were impossible for us to comprehend the meaning of words 
without persuming a Creator of this relationship, then alone could there be 
Justification for presuming such a Creator. As a matter of fact, however, 
we find that when older people are making use of words for their own purposes, 
the younger men who happen to hear those words actually come to under- 
stand them; those older people too, when they were young, understood 
the words in he same way, when uttered by thei Elders ; those later again 
understood them as used by still older people ; and so on the process has 
gone on without beginning in time.—The other explanation provided by 
the other party is in the shape of the doctrine that the meaning is compre- 
hended because the relation between that Meaning and the Word was created, 
laid down, by some Person. As between these two explanations, so long 
as the explantion based upon common usage is available, it cannot be right 
to presume a Creator of the relation. (Shabara, Trs., p. 24.) 


This relationship is infallible also, it is always found to be true. There 
is no point of time when the Word-relation was not there. (P. 24). Then 
again, in regard to such super-sensuous things as the Deity and the like, 
the creating of a Name would be not only useless, but also impossible. 
When a thing is known in its general form, and its particular forms are not 
known,—then alone is the Name propounded in connection with these 
particular forms ; and in the case of such words as ‘Deity’ and the like, no 
general or particular forms can be perceived. For this reason also there 
can be no creation of the relation in question by any Person. (Shabara, 
Trs., pp. 24-25.) 
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It has been shown that what is denoted by the Word is the ‘Universal’, 
and this is eternal ;—also that the relationship between the Word and what 
is denoted by it is eternal. As a necessary corollary to these, it follows 
that the Word itself is eternal. This has been dealt with in detail under 
Sutras 1. i. 6 to 23. (Shabara, Trs., pp. 32—41.) 


The opposite view has been set forth under Sz. 6—11 ; it is as follows :— 

“It has been asserted that the relation between the Word and its Denotation 
is eternal. But this is not possible ; because the Word itself is not eternal. 
As a matter of fact, Word is often found to be destroyed, so that when it 
comes to be produced (uttered) again, its relation to its Denotation cannot 
but be artificial, ephemeral, newly made. Then again, no one ever com- 
prehends the meaning of a Word heard for the first time. —The Word 
itself must be something ephemeral, (a) because it is always found to follow 
after an Effort ; finding that there is an invariable concommitance between 
the appearance of the Word and Human Effort,—the Word appearing 
only when there is Human Effort,—we infer that the Word is produced 
by the Effort ; nor is there anything to show that the Word existed before 
that Effort. (Sd. 6)—(b) Another reason why the Word should be regarded 
as ephemeral is that 7 does not persist. (Sd. 7); that is, when the Word 
is uttered, it is not found to persist even for one moment ; it is not perceived 
at all; from which we conclude that it must have been destroyed.—(c) 
Another reason :—Because the term ‘Karoti’, ‘makes’, ‘produces’, is heard 
in connection with words, (Sa. 8). In common parlance people make 
use of such expressions as ‘Kuru shabdam’ (make the word sound),which 
shows that the Word is something made, produced.—(d) Another reason :— 
We hear the same Word uttered in several places at the same time ; this 
would not be possible if the Word were one and eternal. Unless there is 
something very special about, it, there can be no plurality in what is eternal ; 
it is only in the case of non-eternal products, which are many, that, on 
their being produced in several places, they become connected with the 
sveral points in space. (Sé#. 9)—(e) Another reason for regarding Word 
as non-eternal :—Because there are original forms and thcir modifications 
(St. 10). In the case of such expressions as ‘dadhyatra, the original form 
was ‘dadhi-atra’, and the ‘:’ of ‘dadhi’ because modified into ‘y; such is the 
teaching of the Grammarians ; and as a rule whatever is liable to Modification 
as not eternal. (Su. 10).—(f) Another reason :—There is an Augmentation 
of the Word-Sound due to the multiplicity of its producers (speakers) (Sa. 11). 
As a matter of fact, we find that when a Word is pronounced by several 
persons, the Word-Sound produced is very loud. If the Word were only 
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manifested, and not produced, then the Word-Sound heard would always 
be the same, whether pronounced by one or by many persons. From this 
we conclude that some portion of the Word is produced by each of the 
speakers, and it is on account of the consequent augmentation of the sound 
that it is perceived as louder. (S@. 11.)” 


Shabara’s answer to the above is as follows :—As regards the reason 

(a) that “Word is found to appear after human Effort”, —if we can establish, 
by sound reasoning, that Word is eternal, then the fact put forward admits 
of the explaination that what is brought about by the Effort is only the 
manifestation of the already-existing Word. (Si. 12.) When the Word ceases 
to be heard, what happens is that there is no perception of the Word which 
is still there,—on account of the non-reaching (non-contact) of the percep- 
tive agency ; and it is not due to the Destruction of the Word. If we can 
establish the fact of Word being eternal, the phenomena brought forward 
can be explained on the ground that of the causes that bring about the 
perception of the Word-Sound, there are some which are not operative 
when we do not hear it. The said perception of the Word-Sound is brought 
about by certain Conjunctions and Disjunctions which serve to manifest, 
not produce, the Word-Sound. What happens is that the <Air-particles 
disturbed by the Sound-provoking stroke strike against the surrounding 
stagnant Air-particles, and produce certain Conjunctions and Disjunctions 
(in the shape of waves) on all sides, which go on spreading as long and as far 
as the momentum lasts ; these Conjunctions and Disjunctions—Air- Waves— 
are not perceived because Air is imperceptible, invisible ; and as for the 
Word-Sound, it is heard only so long and so far as the waves do not cease, 
and after these have ceased, it is not heard. ' It is for this same reason that 
Sound is heard at a greater distance when the Wind is favourable. (Sd. 
13.)—(b) As regards the next argument—based upon the use of the word 
‘Karoti’ ‘makes’ in relation to the Word-Sound urged in Sa. 8),—the answer 
to this is that when: Word has been definitely proved to be eternal, the 
expression ‘Karoti’ is to be explained as meaning ‘making use of’. (Sd. 
14).—(c) As regards the next argument (urged in (Sd, 9)—that the Word 
is heard simultaneously in several places ;—the answer is that what. is 
urged is not right. The Sun, though one, is actually seen at the same time 
in several places. When the form of the Word is one only, if there are 
- several places where the Word is heard, the diversity lies in the places, not 
in the Word. (d) As regards the ‘Modification’ urged in Su. 10, the case 
of the expression ‘dadhyatra’ is not one of Modification of the original letter 
“? ; in fact the resultant ‘y’ is a letter totally different from the original 

14 
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“?. That there is no Modification in this case is proved by the fact that 
people going to use the letter ‘y’ do not take up the letter ‘’,—in the way 
in which one going to make curds takes up milk, of which the curd is a 
Modification. Merely because we perceive some sort of a similarity between 
the two letters ‘i’ and ‘y’ we cannot regard one as the Modification of the 
other.—(f) As regards the ‘Augmentation’ (urged in Sa. 11),- —what has been 
urged is not quite accurate ; as a matter of fact the Word-Sound has no 
parts,—no such parts are perceived ; and being without parts, it cannot 
undergo Augmentation. What happens in the case urged is that when 
the Word is uttered by one man, its sound is soft, but when it is pronounced 
by many men, those letters which had sounded soft come to be heard as loud, 


on account of having been taken up by several Conjunctions and Disjunctions 
Hence the ‘Augmentation’ spoken of is of the 


due to the utterances. 
(Sa. 17). From all this we are led to the final 


Noise, not of the Word. 
conclusion that Word is eternal, as its utterance is for the purpose of another 


(Sa, 18),—4.e. for the purpose of making the meaning known to another 


person. If the Word ceased to exist as soon as uttered, then no one could 
speak of anything to another person. On the other hand, if the Word does 


not cease, but continues to exist, then it is only right and natural that when 
the Word is uttered and heard repeatedly, its meaning becomes compre- 
hended by other persons ; specially as it would not be possible to establish 
the necessary relationship between each succeeding Word and its Denotation, 
(See above). If then, the Cognition of the meaning of the succeeding Word 
were based merely upon its similarity to a previous Denotative Word, then 
there would always be a chance of its being mistaken and hence liable to 
sublation. Further, each time that the word ‘cow’ is heard, if it were only 
a different Word, only similar to the original Denotative Word, then this 
would mean that whenever the Word is uttered it produces two things—(1) 
the use of the new Word and (2) the connection of this new Word with the 
Denotation ; this cannot be right. (Sa. 18). As a matter of fact, whenever 
the word ‘cow’ is pronounced, the idea that it produces is that of all cows 
simultaneously ; this shows that the Word must denote the entire Class 
or Universal ‘Cow’ ; and it is not possible to create the relation of the Word 
to a ‘Universal’, because in creating a relation, the creator would have 
to lay down the relation by pointing to the Universal, and without actually 
using the word ‘Cow’,—which he could not use until he had created its 
relation to the Denotation—in what manner could one indicate the distinct 


‘Universal’ denoted by the Word? Specially as the Body of the Cow, which 


alone could be pointed out, is the substratum of several ‘Universals’ —such 
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as Earth, Substance, ete. If however, the word Cow is eterial, it is the 

same Word that is uttered several times, and has been previously heard 

several times, as applied to other individual cows; thus by a process of 

positive and negative concommitance, the Word comes to be recognised 

as denoting the particular Universal. For this reason also, the Word must 

be eternal. (Sz. 19).—Then again, when people speak of a number in 

connection with a Word, what they mean is that the Word is pronounced so 

many times ; they never mean that the Word itself is so many in number ; 

and the use of such expressions shows that people recognise the same Word ; 

their process of reasoning is as follows ;—‘We recognise the Word to be the 
same, our Cognition and our Cognitive organs—are not defective,—other 
people also recognise the Word to be the same ; nor can this idea be called 
a Delusion ; it could be so recognised only if the difference among the words 
were actually preceived ; as a matter of fact however, the idea that there 
are so many different words is not vouched for by any Means of Right Cogni- 
tion ;—we do not however accept mere Recognisability of the Word as 
proof of its eternality ; all that we mean by citing the fact of Recognition 
is to show that the theory of the non-eternality of the Word is contrary to 
a fact of Perception, in the form of Recognition ; and we do not mean that 
elernality is inferred from, proved by Recognition. It may be that the 
non-elernality also of the Word is supported by an Inference only, while 
Eternality will have the support of Inference in addition to Perception in 
the form of Recognition. It may be argued that the word ‘cow’ that was 
pronounced yesterday has ceased to exist, so that what is heard today 
must be a different word. But the Word that was pronounced yesterday 
has not ceased to exist ; for the simple reason that we perceived (hear) 
it again ; when people see an object, and after ceasing to see it for a while, 
See it again, they recognise it to be the same, and they never think that the 
previous object had ceased to exist and a new one had come into existence. 
A thing can be regarded as having ceased to exist,—as being non-existent— 
only when it is not cognisable by any Means of Cognition. In the case in 
question however the Word is actually cognised, perceived, through Recog- 
nition, as the same. For the non-existence of the Word on the other hand, 
there is no proof at all. Hence the idea of the Continuous Existence of the 
Word cannot be wrong, it must be right. From this it also follows that 
even in the case of a Word not pronounced and heard, if people do not 
actually perceive it, they cannot assume that it is non-existent ; just as, 
when a man, going out of the house does not perceive all his family-members, 
he does not assume that they have ceased to exist, are non-existent. The 
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Eternality of Word have ceased to exist, are non-existent. T he Kternality 
of Word is not affected by the doctrine of Universal Flux ; because, in 
regard to other things, that view has the support of the fact that the things 
are actually found to be perishing, while in the case of the Word, no such 
perishing is perceived, and it is never found to have perished or ceased to 
exist, From all this it follows that Word is Eternal. (Sz. 20.) Even in the 
case of things whose actual production has not been perceived, some are 
regarded as non-eternal, perishable, when it is found that there are potent 
causes leading to their destruction. For instance, even though one may 
not have seen the Cloth being produced by the process of weaving, yet seeing 
that it has been brought about by the conglomeration of the yarns, he con- 
cludes that it must perish, become non-existent, when that conglomeration 
comes to an end, or when the yearns themselves are destroyed.—In the 
case of the Word, there is no such cause or circumstance that could be 
regarded as bringing about its destruction and non-existence. (Sw 21.) 
The view “that the Word is a product of the Air, and hence perishable” is 
not tenable ; if the Word were the product of Air, then it could only. be Air 
as a matter of fact, however, we do not recognise 
tion of the Word, in the manner in 
the composition of the Cloth. Then 
t would be perceptible through 


in a particular shape : 
a single particle of Air in the composi 
which we recognise the parts of Yarn in 
again, if the Word were an air-product, i 
the organ of Touch ; as a matter of fact, however, the Word is not Touched ; 
hence it cannot be a product of Air. It must be Eternal. (Sa. 22)—There 
are Vedic texts also which speak of the Word as Eternal.—From all this 
we conclude that the Word is eternal. (Sd. 23.) 


THE SENTENCE AND ITS MEANING 


Suipara—-Budsya (Trs., pp. 42—47) 

It has been established that Words, their Meanings and the Relation 
between Words and their Meanings, are all Eternal. But so far nothing 
has been said regarding Sentences. And as the Vedic Injunction, which 
is the sole means of knowing Dharma, is always in the form of a Sentence,— 
until the same facts have been established in regard to Sentences, the validity 
of the Injunction as a means of knowing Dharma remains doubtful. Hence 
it is that all writers on Mimamsda have devoted their attention to the Sentence 


and its Meaning. 


Sutra 24 sets forth the arguments in support of the view that Eternality 
cannot belong to the Sentence or its Meaning, or to the Relation between 
the two. The Sentence is a group of words; each Word has its own 
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Denotation ; and even though each individual Word and its Denotation is 
eternal, the Sentence or its Meaning cannot be eternal. 


The Mimammsaka’s own view is set forth under St. 25 :—In the Sentence, 
there is only a mention of words with definite Denotations along with « Word 
denoting Action, and the meaning of the Sentence is based wpon that.—On 
this the Bhdsya proceeds (Trs., p. 44) :In the Sentence, we have a few 
words that are tied down to their respective Denotations, along with a word 
denoting Action. Hence the Sentence cannot have any ‘separate meaning, 
entirely apart from the meanings of words composing it. In fact, there 
is no valid means of knowledge whereby we could have a Cognition of the 
independent meaning of the Sentence. Even the last letter of the Sentence, 
along with the Impressions left by the preceding letters, has no power, 
independently of the meaning of the words, to express any meaning totally 
different from what is expressed by the words. In the case of the Sentence, 
what happens is that each of the words composing it ceases from activity 
after having expressed its own meaning,—and the meanings of words thus 
comprehended bring about the comprehension of the meaning of the Sentence 
asa whole. What is brought about by the meaning of a word is the notion 
of a qualified thing—the white object, the black object and so forth ; and as 
what is expressed by the Sentence is only a qualified thing,—viz., the meanings 
of words as qualified by one another,—it follows that the comprehension 
of the meaning of the Sentence is derived from the meanings of the Words ; 
and no separate power of expression need be postulated for the Sentence 
asa whole. Then again, whether a certain thing is different or not-different 
from another is always ascertained through positive and negative con- 
comitance ; and in the case in question it is found that sometimes, by reason 
of some mental derangement,—as loss of memory—the meanings of te 
Words uttered are not comprehended ; at such a time the meaning 
of the Sentence composed of those Words would never be ~compre- 
hended,—only if the meaning of the Sentence were not different from that 
of the Words ; and as matter of fact, the meaning of the Sentence is never 
comprehended in such cases. It follows, therefore, that the meaning of the 
Sentence is not entirely different from that of the Words.—From all this 
it follows that the meaning of the Sentence is comprehended only on the 
comprehension of the meanings of the component Words ; and it has no 


connection with, and does not follow from, a distinct writ in the shape of 
the Group of Words (Sentence, conceived as something distinct from Words). 
It is true that the direct Denotation of each word,—which consists of the 


Universal—becomes somewhat restricted in its scope when the Word appears 
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in a Sentence ; it is for that reason that we regard the Meaning of the Sentence 
as consisting in a qualified Denotation of the component Words ; but only 
when we find that the meaning of the Word as used by itself serves no 
useful purpose. Our idea is that if it can serve no useful purpose in its 
isolated form, it may serve some purpose by being taken as a qualified idea 
expressed by the Sentence. Further, the Accusative and other Endings 
appearing at the end of Words clearly indicate the rule that the Denotation 
of the Words qualifies and restricts the signification of those Endings ; so 
that the general rule —that the Accusative Ending signifies the objective 
character of things.—e.g., the idea of the cow as denoted by the term ‘Gam’ 
with the Accusative Ending,—becomes set aside by the special rule that 
the Accusative Ending at the end of the particular word ‘go’ (Cow) denotes, 
not objectivity in general, but the objectivity of the Cow ; that is, the objective 
character as restricted, and qualified by, the Cow. 

Then there is the argument that Sentences, as Groups of Words, are 
composed by human beings, and hence cannot be Eternal, like the Word. 
This may be true in regard to Sentences composed by human beings ; it 
cannot be true regarding Sentences in the Veda ; and it is the latter that the 
Mimaimsaka cares for ; indeed according to him, it is only the Vedie Sentence— 
which is entirely free from defects—that can be valid by itself and hence 
a reliable means or source of knowledge—specially that relating to Super- 
sensuous things. In regard to the ordinary things of the world, it is possible 
for Sentences to be composed in actual usage (Su. 26)—by men, after they 
have actually perceived the things spoken of in those Sentences. The 
conclusion thus is that the comprehension of the Meaning of the Sentence is 
obtained from that of the Meanings of the component Words. (Shabara- 
Bha., Trs., pp. 42—47.) 

From what has been said under S#. 25 :—to the effect that the Sentence 
contains only the mention of Words with definite Denotations along with a Word 
denoting action,—and from what the Bhdsya says on that Siitra,—it is clear 
that these old authorities lend tacit support to the Prabhakara view of 
Verbal Expression, the implication of which is that it is only the Injunction 
of an action that is rally expressive and hence valid. (See below, under 
Prabhakara.) 

The same support is also lent by Sa. 1.1.32 and the Bhdsya thereon 
(Trs., p. 50)—where we read—On account of passages being related to Actions 
etc. (Sd. 32); on which the Bhasya—‘The Sentences occuring in the Veda 
are laid down as mutually related, and they always collectively bear upon an 
Action. (Trs., p. 50.). 
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(Shabara, Si. 27 to 32, Trs., pp. 48—50) 


The Mimdazsaka’s main thesis is that Dharma can be known only 
from the Vedic Injunction ; and in order to establish the infallibility and 
utter reliability of the Vedic Injunction, he has had to prove that—(1) 
Words are Eternal, (2) the Denotations of Words are Eternal, (3) the Rela- 
tionship between Words and their Denotations is Eternal, (4) the meaning 
of the Sentence is comprehended only on the comprehension of the meanings 
of the component Words, and the Sentence has no meaning apart by itself. 
As regards the Eternality of the Sentence, however, that Eternality cannot 
belong to the Sentence composed by human beings, and as such it cannot 
be Eternal; and for the same reason it cannot have an inherent validity, 
as it is open to the suspicion. of having been vitiated at its source by the 
defects of the man pronouncing the Sentence. But this does not perturb 
the Mimdmmsaka ; as the only Sentence upon whose eternality and validity 
he is keen is the Vedic Injunction, which alone is the valid source of our 
knowledge of Dharma. And as all human or personal associations are 
Open to the suspicion of being vitiated at its source, it becomes necessary 
for the Mimarrsaka to show that the Vedic Sentence is not the work of any 
person,—that the Veda is not the work of any author,—that it is Eternal, 
self-sufficient. 


The opposite position has been thus set forth in St. 1.1.27-28 :—“The 
Veda is the work of a personal author ; it belongs to recent times ; this is 
shown by the following facts ;—(1) Sections of the Veda are named after 
human beings such as ‘Kathaka’ ‘Kalapaka’ and the like ; Katha and Kalapa 
are well-known names of certain sages ; such naming of the Vedic sections, 
therefore, could not be possible except on the basis of the assumption that 
these persons are the authors of the sections named after them ; (2) in the 
Veda we find the mention of such ephemeral things and names of men, 
etce.—as ‘Babara, the son of Pravahana’ and so forth”. (Shabara-Bhasya, 
Trs., pp. 48—49). 

The Mimarnsaka’s answer to the above is as follows :—We have 
already explained above (under Sa. 5,—Bha., Trs., p. 17) that there is an 
unbroken tradition of the Vedic text among Vedic Scholars of which no 
beginnings can be traced, This proves that the Vedic text, the Vedic 
Injunction, is Eternal. The names ‘Kathaka’ and the like are due to the 
fact of the particular person having been a specially efficient teacher of that 
section of the Veda. As for the words that appear to be proper names and 
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met with in the Veda, these are not the names of any persons at all; they 
are common words, not names, and it is only a chance coincidence that they 
resemble some proper names of modern times. 


As for certain sentences in the Veda that appear to be incoherent 
and meaningless, which might discredit the reliability of the Veda, it is 
not right to take any Vedic text out of its context, and treat it as an isolated 
assertion. The sentences have to be taken as correlated to, and collectively 
bearing upon, some action which is enjoined as to be done. Thus interpreted, 
no sentence in the Veda can be found to be meaningiess or incoherent. 
(Bha., Tr., pp. 49-50.) | 


CHAPTER XIV 


(B) SCRIPTURAL OR VERBAL COGNITION ACCORDING TO 
PRABHAKARA 


[Prakarana-Paiichika, p. 87 et saq.] The ‘Shastra’—Scriptural or 
Verbal Cognition—has been defined as the cognition of something not before 
the Eyes, brought about by the knowledge of words. Verbal Cognition 
therefore is that Cognition of things imperceptible—i.e., not cognised by 
other Means of Cognition—which proceeds from Mind-Soul contact aided 
by the knowledge of ‘Sounds’ ; the ‘Sounds’ meant here being those in the 
form of letters ; as these alone are audible by the ear ; all sounds heard are 
in the shape of letters, there being no such thing as mere Dhvani, Indistinct 
Sound. The ‘Sound’ therefore that is spoken of in this connection is only 
a composite of Letter-Sounds related to something (which forms its Deno- 
tation) ; such indistinct Sounds as those of the crowing of birds is not really 
what is heard,—(Brhati, p. 155); in every case the Sound that is heard is 
in the form of Letter-Sounds ; in the case of Words there are as many units 
of Perception, é.c., Audition, as there are letters composing them ; and the 
idea that we have of having heard one Word is due to the close proximity 
and quickness in which the several Letter-Sounds are heard. This idea of 
the ‘Word’ however has to be regarded as a Unit, as it is only thus that it 
could have a single Denotation. 


The comprehension of this Denotation of Words is not got at through 
the Sense-organs ; because the Sense-organ brings about the perception 
of only the Letter-Sounds. In the Letters themselves, however, there 
is a certain potency which brings about the apprehension of the 
Denotation of the Word composed of those Letters. It is for this reason 
that Letters have been held to be the Means of Verbal Cognition. “The Word 
is nothing more than the Letters—ga and the rest,—and it is this that is 
spoken of as Shabda, Word, and there is nothing apart from the Letters’,— 
says the Brhati (p. 63).—But the Word alone, as composed of the Letter- 
Sounds, is not sufficient to bring about the comprehension of the meaning ; 
it is only the Sentence composed of such words that brings about the Cognition ; 
and what is eternal too is only the relation of the Sentence with its meaning. 
(Rjuvimala, p. 135.) 

As a matter of fact, the Perception of each letter (of the Word) vanishes 
as soon as it appears; and so also the perception of each Word composing 

1) 
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a Sentence. Hence it has been held that every such Perception leaves 
behind an Impression which leads on to the Perception of the next letter in 
the Word; and so on,—the Impression left by these Letter-perceptions 
combines with that left by the last Letter of the Word, and thus brings about 
the idea of the Word as a whole, which brings about the idea of the meaning 
[though according to Prabhakara, all this happens for the first time in the 
experience of any one person, only when the Word thus cognised is found 
used in a Sentence—see below].—Hach Word has thus to be regarded as 
having the potency of bringing about the comprehension of the meaning, 
In a case where, even on the due hearing of the Letters of the Word, no 
meaning is comprehended, it has to be admitted that some necessary auxi- 
liaries to that comprehension are wanting. Thus the conclusion is that, 
in the ultimate analysis, it is the Letter-Sound that is the root-cause of 
Verbal Cognition ; and what is true of the Letters as composing the Word 
is true also of the Words as composing the Sentence. This theory of “Impres- 
sions’ left by Letters has been justified on the ground that no other hypothesis 
can explain the well-known facts of experience. (See Byhati, pp. 160-161). 

The next question is—What is meant by the ‘Artha’—‘Meaning’, 
Denotation’—of the Word ? 

The Artha, Meaning, of the Word is what is expressed or denoted by 
it ; and what is denoted by the Word is something to which it bears a relation 
which is independent of,—and not created and established by—any personal 
agency. 

This Relation is that of the Denoter-Denoted, t.e., the Denotative Relation. 
Even though we do not comprehend the Meaning of a Word when we hear 
it for the first time, yet it cannot be denied that the Denotative Potency 
of the Word is something that belongs to it by its very nature, it is inherent 
in it. In our experience, when we are listening to the conversation betwen 
two elderly persons, and fail to comprehend the meaning of the Words used 
by them, there arises in our minds an uncertainty as to whether or not 
the Words are expressive of any meaning at all; we proceed to reason in 
our minds that if the Words were entirely inexpressive, they could not 
convey any sense to the person to whom they are addressed ;—from his 
behaviour, however, it is clear that he does derive the idea of something 
out of the words ; and yet, if the Words are really expressive how is it that 
they do not convey any meaning to ourselves ? The only explanation for 
this apparent anomaly must lie in the fact that in the person to whom the 
Words are addressed, there is something, some peculiar Power, which is 
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wanting in ourselve ; this power must be in the shape of the knowledge of 
what is denoted by the Word ; it is such Power alone whose presence in the 
man is indicated by his behaviour. We can have no idea of the man having 
the knowledge of any ‘Sankéta’, or Convention, bearing upon the expres- 
siveness of the Word,—i.e., some such conventional law a8 that ‘this 
Word denotes this meaning,’ upon which law some philosophers have based 
the denotativeness of Words. Until we are ourselves cognisant of the 
meaning of the Word, we cannot form the idea of any such law bearing 
upon it, and the knowledge of the said law presupposes the knowledge 
of the meaning. From this it follows that the only power present in the 
person comprehending the meaning of a word consists in his knowledge of 
the fact that the Word is expressive of sucha meaning. This proves that 
the expressiveness of the Word is something that belongs to it by its very 
nature, and is not created or produced by any person or thing. As this 
inherent expressive potency of the Word is sufficient to explain all phenomena 
of Verbal Expression and Cognition and Usage, there can be no justification 
for attributing the expressiveness to a Convention. In the case of some 
Words—such as Proper Names—such a Convention has to be admitted— 
which applies certain names to certain persons. But in the case of common 
names—such as ‘cow’, ‘jar’, ‘man’ and so forth—there is no justification for 
postulating any Convention. Consequently the relation of all such Words 
to their meanings must be held to be Eternal. 


Exactly the same is true of the Sentence also ; the relation of which 
to its meaning is Eternal ; ‘the relation between the Sentence and the Meaning 
of the Sentence is inborn, Eternal’—says Prabhakara (Brhati, p. 135), on 
which the Rjuvimala remarks—‘The inborn character of the Relation is in 
reference to the Sentence itself; because the mere Word, simply by itself, 
expresses no meaning, it expresses a meaning and is comprehended only 
when occuring in a Sentence ; and what is expressive by its very nature is the 
Sentence, and not any single Word by itself. 


The Mimamsaka lays stress upon this denotativeness—i.c., the relation 
between the Verbal Expression and the Idea Expressed—being inborn, 
Eternal, because if it were not so, the validity of the Scriptural texts would 
be based upon the whim of the agencies creating and setting up the said 
Relation, or of the person uttering those texts. And thus, as he denies all 
personal agency in the composition of the Veda, there would ipso facto be 
no validity in the Vedic texts themselves. Nor can the Mimamsaka accept 
the Logician’s point of view, by which the denotativeness of words is created 
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and fixed by ‘Convention’ among people who introduce, and make use of, 
the Words for the first time,—according to the Logician, created by God 
Himself. This view necessitates the postulating of a ‘God’ as the Creator 
of all Words and their denotations, and hence of the Veda itself ; and this 
militates against the Mimamsa-doctrine of the Eternality and Self-Sufli- 
ciency of the Veda, which must be independent of all personal influence of 
any kind. In fact, if the denotativeness of Words depended solely upon 
‘Convention’, the Veda would be reduced to the position of a meaningless 
jumble of words ; because, according to the Mimamsaka, the pre-eminent 
function of the Veda lies in the enjoining of certain acts as bringing about 
an Apirva—an imperceptible, Subtle Force—leading to a definite result ; 
and as this Force is something of which no Person could have any direct 
knowledge, except through the Veda—how could the denotativeness of those 
words of the Veda be fixed by any Convention? And as no Convention 
could be found applicable to these words, these would, according to the 
Logician’s view, have to be regarded as absolutely meaningless. If a 
Creator, God, were admitted, then as this God, being omniscient, would 
be possessed of the direct knowledge of the said Apurva, He would be in a 
position to lay down the Conventions with regard to the denotativeness of 
Words,—including the Word denoting the Aparva. But to the Mimianisaka 
the idea of an omnicient Person, like God, or any one else, is wholly inaccep- 
table ; hence for the sake of the Veda, his all-in-all, he finds it necessary 
to stick to the view that all Words and their Denotations are cternal, ever- 
lasting, independent of all conventions and agencies and influences.—(Vide 
Prakarana-patichika, p. 133 et. saq.) 


We have seen that the denotation of words—.c., the relation between 
Words and their Denotation—is Eternal, without beginning or end. Now 
as regards the Eternality of the Words themselves, it has been pointed out 
that we comprehend the meaning of Words by observing their use among 
experienced people on various occasions. If then, at each time the older 
man speaks of a thing, he were to create a new name for it for the occasion,— 
which name could disappear as soon as uttered,—necessary corollaries of 
the view that the Word is evanescent,—then what basis would the younger 
man have for observing the frequent use of the Word and thereby ascer- 
taining its meaning? As each time that the thing is spoken of, he would 
be face to face with a newly created Word, never heard before ; and under 
the circumstances, the meaning of the Word would remain ever uncompre- 
hended and ‘incomprehensible ; and until the Word affords some Cogni- 
tion, it cannot be regarded as Valid Means of Cognition (pramana). 
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Consequently, unless the Logician is prepared to deny this character to the 
Word, he must accept it as Eternal. Then there arises the question—“Tf the 
Word is Eternal, why is it not always present in our Consciousness ?” The 
answer to this is that, though the Words is ever present, yet, in order that it 
may become cognised, it stands in need of certain auxiliary aids that serve 
to manifest it and render it cognisable, or present it to our consciousness. 
This manifestive agency consists in the Effort put forth by the man who 
utters the Word. The Logician regards this Effort as the Cause producing 
the Word ; but in reality, it is only a force or agency that serves to manzfest 
to our Consciousness the Word that is already in existence, but imperceptible. 
And as these Efforts may be many, there need be no incongruity in the same 
Word being uttered, and heard, by several persons; whenever the mani- 
festive agency is present and active the Word will become manifested and 
heard. Hence if there are several men putting forth the Effort for uttering 
a Word, it is only natural that there should be several manifestations of the 
Word, That it is the same Word that is cognised in each of these cases 
is proved by our direct Cognition of all of these as one and the same. And 
this is another reason for regarding the Word as Zternal. The Effort put 
forth by the speaker is not in itself sufficient to account for the Cognition 
of the Word ; and in that case we could not account for the non-cognition of 
the Word by the deaf. In fact, the Effort tends to manifest the Word only 
through certain effects that it produces in the auditory organ of the person 
standing by. The several steps in the physiological process of speech have 
been thus explained :—(1) The speaker puts forth an Effort, (2) this Effort 
brings the Speaker’s Soul into contact with the Air enclosed within his 
lungs, (3) in obedience to the impulse imparted by the Effort, the Air in the 
lungs is expelled outwards, (4) in its upward progress, it comes into contact 
with the vocal chords, (5) these contacts modify the character of the said 
Air, (6) on issuing from the mouth, the Air passes onwards and reaches the 
auditory organs of the persons standing near enough to be reached by the 
Air-waves,—the extent of the reach of this Air depends upon the greater or 
less degree of the initial Effort of the Speaker; (7) on reaching the said 
Auditory Organs, the Airwaves produce in those organs a certain change 
that is conducive to its power of making the Sound audible. Thus it is this 
faculty of the Auditory Organ that is the direct Agent manifesting the 
Word to the Consciousness of the Persons to whom the Auditory Organs 
belong. As the Air-current is endowed with a certain momentum, by 
virtue of which it keeps moving onwards—when it has passed out of the 
Auditory Organ, the Sound also passes out and the audition ceases, the 
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_person hears the Sound no longer. The next question that arises is—‘“What 
is the change in the Auditory Organ which renders it capable of manifesting 
Sound ?’”? What happens is that the Air-waves issuing out of the Speaker’s 
mouth, strikes the first layer of Air enclosed within the hearer’s Tympanum 
and produces in the latter a peculiar modification whereby it is rendered 
capable of manifesting Sound and making it audible. To this end, the 
Mimaimsaka postulates the presence, in the ear-cavity, of the fixed layer 
of Air, for the purpose of affording a screen of resistance to the Sound-waves ; 
against which screen these waves strike-and thereby effect the change in the 
Auditory Organ. It is a well-recognised fact that Air cannot produce 
any effects unless it meets with a certain degree of resistance. Even though 
the Auditory Organ consists of Akdsha, and Akasha is one only, yet the Bar- 
Drum is distinct in each person—each being limited in its power and scope 
by virtue of the Merit-Demerit of the person to whom it belongs. Then 
again, the change produced in the Sound-waves is not in the Akasha of the 
Ear, but in the Air enclosed within the Ear-Drum ; and as this latter differs 
in each person, all men need not hear the Sound that may be heard by one of 
them. That all this diversity is due to Avr-waves is also indicated by the 
fact that when Sound-waves travel with the wind, the Sound is heard at a 
greater distance than when they travel against the Wind. 


Lastly, each time that we hear a Word (or Sentence) uttered, we at 
once recognise it as being the same, and not as different in each case. Even 
though it may be uttered in varying degrees of loudness, yet all the difference 
that we are cognisant of is that in the tone or pitch of the Sound,—not in 
the Word itself, which latter is always recognised to be the same. 


For these reasons the conclusion is that the Word (and Sentence) has 
no cause bringing it into existence,—and thus it has the same Eternality 
that belongs to Akdsha and such other things. 


The above leads us on to the question of the exact denotation of 
Words: Does the Word (name of things, noun) denote the Universal (Class) 
or the Particular (Individual) or both? The ground for doubt on this 
point (as expounded by Shabara, above) is that while the Cognition brought 
about by the Word pertains to the Class, the Action that follows the Word 
(.e., the Injunction) pertains to the Individual. This same view has been 
expressed by Prabhakara (Brhati. MS., p. 36, b)—who holds the Anvité- 
bhidhana theory of Verbal Expression, according to which the Denotation 
of a Word is cognisable only through its connection with a particular action ; 
hence, as each Sentence would appertain to some action, which by its very 
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nature, must appertain to an Individual, his theory would appear to lend 
support to the Individualistic theory of Denotation. 


The practical purpose of the present enquiry lies in the fact that, 
if all Words denoted Individuals, there could be no differentiation of rules 
into General and Special—i.c., the General Law and its exceptions—and 
thus it would not be possible for the former to be set aside by the latter ; 
and this would give rise to much confusion in the actual interpretation of 
the Vedic texts bearing upon the rules regarding actions. But Prabhakara 
in his characteristic manner, has turned this question also on to the main 
subject of the First Discourse--~i.e., the reliability of the Veda relating to 
Dharma. The Parvapaksa view therefore, according to him would be 
that—“it being doubtful whether Words denote Universals or Particulars, 
the exact meaning of the Vedic texts must remain doubtful, and this vitiates 
the validity and authority of the Vedic texts.” 

The answer to the above, ¢.e.; Prabhakara’s Siddanta on this question— 
is that in reality, there is nothing doubtful regarding the denotation 
of Words ; it is the Universal that is denoted by the Word, because tt serves the 
purpose of actions. (Su. 33). The reason for this as given by Prabhakara 
(and also by Shabara,—sce above) is that, if the Word denoted the Individual 
or Particular, we could not explain such Injunctions as “The altar is to be 
built like a kite’ ; as it would be impossible for altars to be made in every 
case like a particular kite. The word ‘kite’, therefore, must denote the Class, 
the ‘Universal’ ; and that alone can form the denotation of the Word which 
is found to be related to a Sentence (Injunction),—and here, as we find the 
Individual or Particular kite incapable of being so related,—the Word must 
be taken as denoting the ‘Universal’ or Class. The Brhati (MS., p. 37 b) 
puts forth the objection that—‘“though all this may be true in the case of 
the particular Injunction cited (with the word ‘kite’),—in the case of other 
Sentences, it is equally evident that the Word cannot tbe taken as denoting 
the ‘Universal’ ; hence the matter of the exact denotation of Words remains 
as doubtful as ever, and that fact vitiates the authority of the Vedic 
Sentence”. In answer to this, it is pointed out that, as a matter of fact, 
we find that the injunctive function of an Injunctive Sentence cannot be 
accomplished until its words afford some idea of “eommonality” ; conse- 
quently all actions must be reiated to that Commonality or Community, 
or ‘Universal’—or Class-Character,—and not to the Particular or Individual ; 
the idea of the Particular or Individual, where necessary, is obtained 
indirectly, through that class-character with which it is inseparably 
connected. 
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MEANING OF THE SENTENCE ACCORDING TO PRABHAKARA. 

It has been seen that according to Prabhakara, people learn the 
meaning of Words only by watching the usage and activity of older people. 
When a set of words is addressed by one person to another,—whereupon the 
latter person acts in a certain manner, it is clear to the observer that the 
meaning of the words pronounced must have been in the form of an Injunction 
to do what the other person has done. In the case of Words where such an 
interpretation is not possible, the comprehension of the meaning must 
depend upon something indirectly connected with the Injunction. This 
is the reason why Prabhakara has asserted in connection with the definition 
of Verbal Cognition that the object cognised must be one that has not been 
already cognised by another means of Cognition ; and this can be so always 
in the case of the Injunctive Sentence. All words with the Imperative 
or similar terminations express the Injunction directly, while other words 
denote things related to that Injunction ; such things, for instance, as the 
name of the Act enjoined, the person enjoined and so on. This leads to the 
view that the whole direct denotation of the Veda must lie in the enjoining 
of something to be done. ‘This goes directly against the view of the Vedantin 
that the direct denotation of the more important texts hes, nod in the laying 
down of something to be done, but in the pointing out of certain well-accom- 
plished entities like Brahman, the Super-Soul. As against this Vedanta 
view, it has been pointed out (Brhatt., p. 47) that, though such may be the 
case with a few words, yet the comprehension of the denotation of those 
words also could be obtained only by observing the usage of older persons, 
and this usage must always lie in the form of an Injunction addressed by 
one person to another for the doing of « certain act; thus ultimately the 
denotation of all Words must lie, directly or indirectly, with something to be 
done. The Vedanta-texts also speak of the Super-Soul as something which 
one is enjoined to know and meditate upon, in order to escape from the cycle 
of Births and Deaths. 

Thus then, if the meaning of the Words can be known only when they 
occur in Injunctive Sentences, it follows that every Word must denote things 
only as related to the other factors of the Injunction, and no word can be 
comprehended as having any denotation when taken apart from such 
Sentence. Says Prabhakara (Brhati, p. 135)—‘What is eternal is the Relation 
which the Sentence bears to what it expresses,—on which the Rjuvimala 
remarks—The Word, alone by itself, never expresses any meaning; it is 
only the Sentence that does it; as is clear from the fact that we learn the 
meaning of Verbal expressions only from the usare of older people,—and 
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this usage is only in the form of Sentences ; and every single Word is under- 
stood only in so far as it is related to the other words in the Sentence ; hence 
it becomes established that what is expressive of the meaning is the Sentence 
only, not any Word alone by itself—(Rjuvimala, p. 185.) 

Herein we have what has been called the Anvitabhidhana Theory of 
Verbal Expression, This forms a distinctive feature of the Prabhakara 
School of Thought,—and it has the tacit support of the Stéra (1.1.25) and 
also of Shabara (Trs., p. 44, and 132 of Bib. Ind. Text). 

Says the Brhati (p. 188)— areata aqagre; that is, all usage is 
through the Sentence and its meaning. How is this to be reconciled with 
the assertion in the Bhdsya that ‘the Word ‘cow’ denotes the Class or 
Universal distinguished by the dewlap’ ?—how too can this be regarded as 
‘eternal’, when it is based upon the usage of experienced people? In order 
to meet this difficulty which involves an inconsistency between the Premiss 
and the Conclusion,—the Bhasya has provided an explanation later on, 
under Si. 1.1.25. 

On this the Rjuvimald remarks—The ‘Conclusion’ stands for the 
declaration of the Eternality of the Relationship, and the ‘Premiss’ stands 
for the ‘beginninglessness of the usage’. The inconsistency between these 
two has been explained away in the Bhasya, where it has been pointed out 
that words express the meaning of the Sentence only through the compre- 
hension of the meaning of the words themselves, (See Bhdsya under 1.1.25). 

The Rjwimala (pp.. 190-191) has summed up this controversy in the 
following words :— 

There are some people whose mind is led away by the declamatory 
descriptions of the Creation and Dissolution of the World ; to this class belong 
Kanada, Gautama and their followers. These people declare that God is 
the one Cause, Creator, of the whole Universe. They argue thus—‘‘We see 
that every composite object comes into existence through the coming together 
—Conjunction—of their component parts ;—all worldly things, the Body 
and the various Regions, are composite in their nature ;—the conjunction of 
component particle is found to go on till the Diad—the Two-Atom 
Compound ; which Diad also is composite, being composed of two atoms. 
The conjunction between the two Atoms is brought about by the action— 
vibration—of the two Atoms ; and this Vibration in the Atoms is due to the 
conjunction of Souls influenced by the Unseen Force (of Destiny) ;—this 
Unseen Force is non-intelligent, unconscious, by its nature ;—and as a 
matter of fact no non-intelligent entity is found to act except under the 


guidance of an intelligent operator. This operator of the Unseen Force could 
16 ; ; 
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not be those same Souls that are themselves under the influence of that same 
Force ;—because they are not cognisant of this Foree—which is made up 
of their own Merit-Demerit, of which however they themselves are not 
Conscious—and the operator of the Force must be one who knows it ;—hence 
all this leads us to postulate an Intelligent Being apart from the said Souls ; 
and this Controller and Operator of these Unseen Forces is one possessed of 
very superior Intelligence. Thus the entire Universe comes to be regarded 
as having had a beginning and having been brought to the present stage 
through a long series of products beginning with the Atomic Diad, brought 
about by conjunctions due to vibrations in the Atoms due to the said Unseen 
Force, under the Control of the Great Operator of Superior Intelligence. 
Thus having had a beginning, the World must come to an end. How then 
can there be a beginningless usage of Experienced People upon which all Verbal 
Usage could be based ?” 

The Mimamsaka’s answer to the above is as follows: [Rjuvimala, 
p. 191] :—All this argumentation may be very soul-satisfying. But what 
has got to be explained is—how is it that the entire World of Composite 
Things becomes dissolved all at once simultaneously. At the present time 
we find that while one thing is coming into existence, another is disappearing ; 
when such is the fact of common experience, who can deny the beginningless 
tradition of usage among experienced people? Then again, if the ordinary 
Intelligent Beings—the ordinary Souls—are unable to control Destiny, 
by reason of their being non-cognisant of their own Destiny,—then how 
can an entirely distinct Soul (the Super-Soul, God) be the Controller? The 
absence of the knowledge of the Destiny of Souls would be there in His case 
also, Specially because the idea is that all Cognition (knowlede of things—) 
proceeds from Mind-Soul contact through Sense-object—contacts,—all 
these contacts being due to Destiny ; and all these contacts could not be 
there, for the cognising (and controlling) of Destiny (even by God)........ Nor 
is it right to regard Gods’ Cognition as eternal ; because the fact universally 
recognised is that every Cognition is produced and destroyed ; 80 that God’s 
Cognition also must be the same.—Further, what is the meaning of the 
‘control’ exercised by God? The only ‘control’ that is inferable is one of 
the same kind as that exercised by the Carpenter over the Implements ; 
but no such ‘control’ is possible in the case of God. As for ‘Destiny’ itself, 
its action can be no other than its coming into existence ; and this is brought 
about by such acts as sacrificing and the like. The God-Idea therefore 
is too flimsy to receive serious attention. That is why the Bhdsya and 
the Brhait have taken no notice of it. (Bjuvimala, pp. 190-191.) 
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VrepA Is Nor THE Work or A PersonaL AUTHOR ACCORDING TO 
PRABHAKARA. 

According to Prabhakara, we can derive a truly valid Verbal Cognition 
only from Words and Sentences contained in the Veda. This, he says, is 
clear from the very name given to the Means of Cognition, ‘Shastra’ which 
means Scripture, or more precisely, Scriptural Injunction. As a necessary 
corrolary to this, it is held that, apart from the Words found in the Scriptures, 
no Words can provide any Cognition of things not already known through 
other means of knowledge ; all words used in common parlance are mostly 
only such as denote things that can be cognised through Perception and 
Inference also; while things not cognised through these can be reightly 
cognised only when described by words of unquestionable authority and 
trustworthy character. From this it follows that Cognitions provided by 
Words other than these,—and all non-Vedic Words and Sentences belong 
to this other category—can have no inherent validity by themselves. 

This theory becomes divested of much of its apparent absurdity 
when we realise the fact that, the Scriptural Word alone is free from all 
defects in its source (as it has no source at all), and hence inherently valid ; 
and hence no other Words can be regarded as affording invariably valid 
Cognitions ; specially when it is found that in common parlance, most of the 
Cognitions obtained through Words of ordinary men turn out to be invalid 
and unreliable. Hence at best, Cognitions derived from Non-Scriptural 
Words can be regarded to be of the same kind as Remembrance ; and hence 
of doubtful validity. And as Cognitions of doubtful validity cannot be 
accepted as ‘Cognition’ proper, which, by its very nature, must be always 
valid, the conclusion is irresistible that Non-Scriptural words cannot provide 
any Cognition, in the proper sense of the term ; they are mere translators or 
reflectors or describers of what is in the mind of the person uttering the words; 
and the validity of these reflectors can be ascertained only by other means of 
knowledge. It is in reference to such Non-Scriptural words that we have 
the saying—qearfaararancer carat fafarera, that is, ‘the Word is nothing 
more than what provides Remembrance? (Shlo. Va. Shabda 107). 


This cannot be true of the words of the Veda. Because in the case of 


non-vedic Words, its invalidity or doubtful validity is based upon the 
the generally untrustworthy character of speakers, —which is due to many 
such causes as wrong information, wrong understanding, incapacity to use 
the right words, and so on. In the case of the Words of the Veda, on the 
other hand, as they do not emanate from a Speaker or author, there can be 
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none of these causes to which the falsity of the assrtion may be due. In 
the case of the words of ordinary men, even when we find them providing 
a reasonably connected sense, there is always a lurking suspicion that there 
may be some defect in the source from which the speaker has derived 
the information that he is seeking to convey by means of the words in 
question ; and for this reason we can never be absolutely sure of the validity 
of the Cognition provided by such words, which, for this reason cannot be 
regarded as the ‘Means of Right Cognition’, Pramaya. Tiven in cases where 
ordinary words do afford valid Cognitions, it is not the Words that bring 
about the Cognitions directly ; what occurs is that on hearing the Words, 
we find that they convey a certain information, and then we proceed to 
reason that,—‘the speaker is a trustworthy person as not one of the grounds 
of untrustworthiness—such as greed and the like,—is found in him, hence 
what he says must be true ; hence the information conveyed by his word 
must be true’. Thus in these cases, the Words are not the Direct Cause 
of the valid Cognition, they only indirectly indicate the presence of the 
Cognition in the Speaker’s mind, in so far as the hearer is concerned, the 
Words are not the Means of Valid Cognition, Pramana ;—-at any rate, not 
independently of the Inference that is involved in the process of the Cognition 
in the Speaker’s mind. All such cases involve a clear inferential process ; 
such as for instance, as—‘This speaker has a particular Cognition in his 
mind, because he has pronounced these words (and he is a reliable 
person)’. 

This view of Verbal Cognition and Shabda-Pramdana has been set forth 
in the Prakaranapafichika (pp. 15 et saq); where we read—It is only the 
Veda that can be called Shabda-Pramana ; and that also only when containing 
an Injunction ; words of common parlance cannot be so, because the Cogni- 
tion produced by them is purely inferential. When, for instance, we hear a 
man saying something, our mind goes through the following reasoning— 
‘This man speaks of such and such a thing—this he must be speaking of 
after having known what he speaks of,—hence what he says must be true’. 
The speech of the man is an effect of his knowledge, and hence from the 
Effect (Speech) we infer its Cause (the man’s knowledge). Thus all ordinary 
Verbal Cognition is inferential, while that provided by the Veda alone is 
purely Verbal. It is true that all Words are endowed with an inborn 
denotative potency, but in the case of the ordinary speakers of the world, 
this inborn potency of the Word becomes obscured by the suspicions 
regarding the capacity and trustworthy character of the person concerned. 
On the other hand, in the case of the Veda, there being no speaker concerned, 
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there can be no grounds for such suspicion, and the inherent Potency 


remains unobscured. 
It is interestin 
sika-Sitra 1.1.3; 2.3.32; 9.2.3.; and 10.2.9—regarding the Veda as the 
work of a Person (God),—has declared that Verbal Cognition, is nothing 
apart from Inferential Cognition, as all words emanating from personsprovide 
only Inferential Cognitions, and there is no such thing as purely Verbal 
Cognition ; hence ‘Shabda’ need not be regarded as a distinct Pramana, 
Means of Cognition. From this it is clear that Shabda as a distinct Means 
of Cognition can be acknowledged only by those who regard the Veda as 
Eternal, and not the work of an author. (See below) ; 


e to note in this connection that Kanada (in the Vatshe- 


Just as in the case of the other Pramdnas, so here also, if we regard 
the term ‘Shastra’ as an Accusative Abstract Noun—Shisyaté yat tat— 
equivalent to ‘Shisti?,—then it is synonymous with Verbal (or Scriptural) 
Cognition ; but if it is taken as an Instrumental Abstract Noun—Shisyate 
anéna—then it is synonymous with the Word providing Verbal Cognition. 


This ‘Word’—which, according to Prabhakara, is the same as Serigtural 
Text—is of two kinds :—(1) Those actually found in the Veda and (2) those, 
the presence of which in the Veda is inferred. To the latter class belong 
all those texts that are inferred as supplying the basic authority for the 
Injunctions of actions contained in the Smtis,—whose sole claim to authority 
rests upon the fact that they contain no Injunctions save those vouched for 
by Vedic texts. 


It may be observed here, as remarked by the Prakaranapafichika 
(p. 101), that the ‘Shastra’, or Vedic Injunction often stands in need of some 
factors being supplied from without ; ¢.9., the text that speaks of a certain 
action merely as accomplishing a certain desirable result, stands in need of 
some such Injunctive words as that ‘this act should be done’; and these 
words have to be supplied. Similarly, certain texts stand in need of certain 
well-ascertained facts of experience; @g., for ascertaining the true signi- 
ficance of the injunction ‘Udbhida yajéta’, ‘one should perform the Udbhid’, 
it is necessary to call in the help of ordinary experience the word ‘Udbhid’ 
in ordinary language means a tree ; so the text might well be taken to mean 
that ‘one should perform the tree’ ; but there our experience steps in and 
tells us that such a performance would be an impossibility and it is only an 
account of this impossibility that we are led to take the word ‘Udbhid’ 
in the text as the name of a particular sacrifice, which is the correct inter- 
pretation. (Vide Mima. Sa. 1.4.2.) 
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Then, as regards the question as to how to determine the facts of 
certain words forming a single Sentence or text,—the principle adopted is 
that just as a number of letters denoting a certain conceptual unit is regarded 
as one Word, so when a number of words express a single complete conceptual 
Idea, they aze regarded as one Sentence. (Mima. Sa. 2.1.16—see below—the 
Principle of Syntactical Convention.) 

We have seen that the Veda is not the work of a Person or Author. 
This is proved by the fact that all words and things denoted by them are 
Eternal (see above), and there is no other means (save the Veda) available 
for the Knowledge of Dharma,—including as it does the notion of such 
supersensuous thing as Apdrva and the like ; and the Veda itself, as only a 
collection of words speaking of such things, must be Eternal, and as such 
independent of all authorship. 


The Brhati (p. 403) asks—‘What is the meaning of the opponent’s 
assertion that the Veda is an Effect, a product? It has been proved that 
Words are eternal and s0 also is the relation of Words with their Denotations ; 
what else then is there in the Veda which could be a product 2? The answer 
is that what is meant by the opponent regarding the Veda as an Effect or 
product is that it is dependent upon other Means of Cognition; and he 
argues that the fact of the Veda being so is shown by the presence there of 
such words as ‘Babara, the son of Pravahana and so forth. The Mimanisaka’s 
answer is that all such instances adduced by the other party are capable of 
being explained away and they do not prove the said dependence of the 
Veda. The rest of it can be learnt from the Bhdsya (see above). 


CHAPTER XV 
(C) VERBAL COGNITION 


AccorDING To KuMARILA 

Kumarila and his followers do not restrict ‘Shabda-Pramana’ to 
Vedic Injunctions only ; as is done by Prabhakara. The former divide the 
‘Shabda-Pramanw’ into two classes—(1) Pauruséya, Personal, and Apauruseya 
Impersonal. Under the Personal Word are included all words uttered by 
trustworthy personal beings, and under the Impersonal Word come the 
words of the Veda. Both of them are valid ; and the reason given for this 
view is that the only ground of the invalidity of a Word lies in the fact of its 
emanating from an untrustworthy Source, and this ground is as absent in 


the case of the words of trustworthy persons as in that of the words of the 
Veda, 


The reason why the author of the Bhasya has defined Shabda under 
the name of ‘Shastra’, ‘Scriptural Word’, is not that he confines valid Verbal 
Cognition to the Scriptural Word only, but that it is this latter alone that bears 
upon the subject-matter of study—z.e., Dharma,—and it is the Vedic Word 
alone that bears upon Dharma, (Shlo. Va., Shabda 1.10.) 

The Vaishésikas and the Bauddhas have both included Verbal Cognition 
under Inference. But this is denied by Kumarila on the ground that under 
formal definitions, the two cognitions—Verbal and Inferential—might 
appear to be the same; but that cannot justify the identification of the 
two; as the conditions of Inferential Cognition might be fulfilled in the 
case of Personal Word, they cannot be fulfilled by the Cognition derived 
from the Vedic Word. (Shlo. Va., Shabda 51.) 


For the same reason the Word, as a means of Valid Cognition, cannot 
be defined as ‘the teaching of a trustworthy person’ ; as there is no possibility 
of any such ‘person’ in the case of the Vedic Word. Hence we conclude 
that the Cognition that is brought about by Words is Verbal Cognition, 
and (like all Cognitions) it is self-sufficient in its validity (Ibid., 53) ; and it 
is on this point of Self-validity alone that Verbal Cognition may be regarded 
as similar to Inferential Cognition (Ibid., 54). Kumarila (Ibid. 54 et. seq.) 
has entered into a long explanation of the points of difference between the 
Inferential Probans and the Word as the means, respectively, of Inferential 
and Verbal Cognitions ; and the conclusion arrived at is that Verbal Cognition, 
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does not fulfil the three conditions that are essential in all Inference, and 
hence it is as distinct from Inference as Sense-perception itself (Ibid. 98). 


Kumarila appears to be slightly halting on this point, and he seems 
to concede that the knowledge derived from Individual Words might be 
included under ‘Inference’; and goes on to point out that the Cognition 
provided by the Sentence can never come under Inference (Ibid. 108—110). 


Wuat 1s Worp ? 


The Word is not anything apart from the component letters, and 
just as several subsidiary acts in an Elaborate Sacrific combine to bring about 
the final result,—so the several letters composing a Word combine to bring 
about the Cognition of its Denotation (Shastra-dipika, pp. 70-7 1). The 
order of sequence too belongs, not to the Letters, but to the Letter-Sounds, 
and through these latter, it is imposed upon the Letters that are manifested 
by those Sounds. Hence it is Letters alone that can be expressive of 
meanings. (Ibid., p. 73.) 


Wuar 1s 1 THAT 18 DenoTeD By THE Worp ? 

The ground of doubt on this point as put forward in the Bhasya (See 
above) is that—‘While the Cognition pertains to the Universal, the Action 
enjoined pertains to the Individual’. This same view has been accepted 
by Prabhakara, who holds that the Denotation of a Word is cognised only 
through its connection with a Particular Act, and each Sentence would 
naturally pertain to some Individual Act. The theory would appear to lend 
support to the Individualistic Theory of Denotation. 


Kumarila naturally does not admit of this ground of doubt; and his 
dissatisfaction is based upon the fact that the Cognition is often found to 
pertain to the Individual also, not always to the Universal, as asserted by 
Shabara. Kumarila bases his doubt regarding the true denotation of 
words upon the fact that both Usage and Cognition are found severally to 
apply to the Universal and the Individual, while works on Grammar lend 
support to the view that it is the Individual that is denoted. The practical 
purpose of the present enquiry lies in the fact that if all words denoted 
only Individuals, then there could be no differentiation of Rules into General 
and Special (the General Law and its Exception), and thus it would not be 
possible for the former to be set aside by the latter, and this would give rise 
to much confusion. ; 

According to Murari Mishra also, what is denoted by the Word is the 
Akyti ; as it is only with this that the relationship of the Word can be appre- 


) 
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hended. What is comprehended through the Word is the Individual as 
qualified by the Akrti ; because the qualified cannot be conceived of without 
an idea of a qualifying factor ; the expressive potency of the Word however 
rests in the Akrti; but mere Akyti or Jati is never apprehended by itself 
alone ; it is always apprehended along with the Individual. (MS., p. 60.) 


He goes on to say—Mere Jatt by itself is incapable of. being manifested, 
it is always dependent on something else, hence it becomes manifested 
only when this something else is manifested (p. 62). 


Kumarila also accepts the view that it is the Universal that is denoted. 
But he is not satisfied with the presentation of the case by Shabara, and 
sets it forth in his own words, as follows :—(Zantravartika on 1.1.33, 
Translation, pp. 363—365). 


It is the Universal that is denoted by the Word. Why? (1) Because 
it is the Universal’ that is cognised before the Individual ; (2) because & 
Word is not found to give rise to a mixed conception ; and (3) because when 
the order ‘bring a cow’ is given, the person ordered brings any cow that 
he likes. 

To explain these arguments—(1) When the Word ‘cow is uttered,’ 
before we have an idea of any individuals, it is the Universal that we have 
an idea of: and when the form of this Universal has been duly compre- 
hended, then alone are the Individuals cognised. Thus, in as much as for 
the Cognition of the Universal there is no other means save the Word, while 
the Cognition of the Individuals is actually brought about by the Cognition 
of the Universal, we conclude that the Word denotes the Universal. 


(2) If the Individuals were denoted by the Word, then, in as much 
as the individual cows are found to have various characters—such as the 
variegated colour, absence of horns, etc.—the idea brought about by the Word 
would be a mixed one (partaking of all these characters), while as a matter 
of fact, we find the word giving rise to a single uniform conception (of the 
common Universal ‘cow’), and thus too we conclude that it is the Universal 
that is denoted by the Word. 


(3) When a person is ordered to ‘bring a cow’, if no particular cow 
happens to be specially indicated, either by the character of the work in 
hand, or by the other concurrent circumstances, the person ordered is found 
to bring in any common cow and not any particularly specified cow, or all 
the cows in the world. If, however, the individual cow were denoted by the 
word, then the mention of the word ‘cow’ would have indicated all the 


individual cows in the world, which would have to be brought in by the 
17 
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person ordered, or he could bring in only that one particular cow which 
would be denoted by the word. But, as a matter of fact, we find that he 
brings in any common cow, with the only restriction that it should possess 
ee common character of the ‘cow’. And hence too we conclude that the 
Universal’ is denoted by the Word. 


Tf, however, the individual be held to be denoted by the Word, there 
could only be the three following alternatives :—(1) That all Individuals 
should be denoted independently by themselves ; (2) or that the aggregate of 
all Individuals as qualified by a particular individual should be denoted ; 
(3) or that one particular Individual be denoted. 


(1) Now, it is not possible for all Individuals to be denoted ; (a) because 
that would necessitate the assumption of manifold denotative potencies in 
the Word ; (b) because the Individuals being transient, the relationship 
between the Word and its Denotation would be transient ; (c) because the 
Conception of all the Individuals being absolutely impossible, the full 
relationship of the Word with the Denotation would never be comprehended, 
and as such there could be no using of the word or any business carried on 
(such as the following of one another's directions etc.) ; (d) as referring to 
many Individuals the word ‘cow’ would ‘be always used in the plural, like 
the word ‘eight’ ; and as such it would never be possible to apply to it either 
the dual or the singular number ; (e) as the white colour cannot subsist in 
all the individual cows denoted by the word ‘cow’, there could be no co- 
extensiveness (of the qualification and the qualified) in the expression 
‘white cow’ ; and (f) because in the case of the Vedic Injunction ‘One should 
sacrifice with the animals’, as it would be impossible to perform a sacrifice 
with all individual animals, such Injunctions, and hence the entire Veda, 
would lose authority. 


(2) Similarly too, it is not possible to admit the Aggregate of Individuals 
to be denoted by the Word ; (a) because in this case also all the Individuals 
will have to be taken as denoted, as forming the Aggregate, and hence this 
theory would be open to all the aforesaid six objections ; (b) because such 
a theory would necessitate the assumption of an Aggregate apart from the 
Individuals ; (c) and as no usage is found to appertain to any such Aggregate, 
the Denotation of the Word would be absolutely useless as the sole use of 
the Denotation lies in the accomplishment of Usage ; (d) the units forming 
the Aggregate being all perishable, their Aggregate would also be perishable, 
and hence the relationship of the Word with its Denotation would become 
transient ; (e) the Aggregate being one only, there could be no plural or dual 
number in Nouns; (f) nor could there be any co-extensiveness between the 
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qualification and the 


x ReNOE qualified, in expressions like “white cow’ ; because the 
ggregate o 


. all Cows cannot be said to be white ; (g) the Aggregate being 
shapeless, 0 Sacrifice could be performed with it and that would shake 
the authority of al] Vedic Injunctions. 


(3) If a single individual be held to be denoted by the Word, then 
too—(a) there would be non-eternality of the relationship of the Word and 
its Denotation ; (b) as it could not be ascertained which one particlar 
individual is denoted, no business would be possible ; (c) there could be no 
idea of Community or common character ; (d) Nouns could never have the 
Plural or the Dual Number ; (e) no use of the word ‘cow’ could be possible, 
prior to ee birth, and after the death, of the particular cow denoted ; (f) the 
word ‘cow’ giving rise to an idea of the ‘cow’ in general, there can be no 
particular reason for asserting that it is only this particular cow, and not 
that, which is denoted by the word. 


RELATIONSHIP Betwern Worp AND Irs DrnoTaTION—ACCORDING TO 
KumAriua. 

The main thesis of the Mimamsaka is that what the Veda says must 
be true, never false, because it is not dependent upon a speaker or personal 
author,—being as independent and eternal as the Word and its Denotation ; 
and the Cognition or knowledge derived from the Veda must be true,— 
because it is eternal, because it is provided by the Sentence. 

It has been shown above that the Word, as composed by Letters, is 
eternal ; so also what is denoted by the Word,—viz., the Class or Universal ; 
and the logical corollary to all this must be that the Relation between the 
Word and its Denotation also must be eternal. (Shlo. Va., Sambandha- 
kgepa, 1—4). 

The existence of this Relation is proved by positive and negative 
concomitance ; and this is learnt by experience. This relation of Deno- 
tations is deduced from the fact that until the relation has been grasped 
the Word does not provide the idea of the denoted ‘Universal’, and when 
the Relation is grasped, the ‘Universal’ becomes cognised. And all this 
indicates the Denotative Potency of the Word. : 

The other party argues—-‘‘We admit that there is this Relation 
between the Word and its Denotation. But you must admit that this 
Relation is dependent upon the experience of men, something evanescent, 
not Eternal”. (Ibid., 45). 

The answer to this is given by Kumarila (in Shlo. Va., Sambhandha- 
ksépaparihdva, 13 et. seg.) as follows :—If the Denotativeness of words is 


I 
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something created by some sort of Convention among men, then there are 
only three ways in which this Convention could function,—(1) A Conven- 
tion would be set up for the benefit of each man—each one being told 
that ‘Such is the meaning of this Word’, or (2) this Convention would be 
set up each time the Word is pronounced; or (3) the Convention would 
be set up by God Himself for all time, at the time of creating the Word.— 
(1) Under the first alternative,—that the Convention is set up for the benefit 
of each person,—would the Relationship fixed by such Convention be 
one and the same for all men, or would it be different with each individual 2 
If it is one and the same for all, then it cannot be artificial; and the idea 
of its being diverse and different would be contrary to all experience.—(2) 
The Second view,—that “‘a Convention is set up each time that the Word 
is pronounced”’—is impossible, because a single utterance and the Con- 
vention based thereupon can never fix for all time the Convention between 
the Word and its Denotation ; nor could it account for the usage of the 
same for all time.—(3) As regards the third alternative—that “the Con- 
vention was set up by God at the beginning of the World,”—in the first 
place there is no such thing as ‘beginning of the World’ (Zbid., 42); and 
secondly there is no ‘God or Creator of the World’ (see above) who could 
set up the Convention (Ibid., 44). 


Even granting that there has been Creation,—the Veda and its com- 
ponent Words and their Denotations must have been in existence even 
before that (Zbid., 116); and the said Relation between those Words 
and their meanings could have had no beginning in time (Ibid., 123 
and 137). 


In fact in connection with all Verbal Expression, what happens is 
that when the inexperienced boy hears the use of certain words for the 
first time by people more experienced,—he perceives the Word-Sound, 
the experienced person and the material objects handled by them as the 
result of their conversation,—and the fact, that the person addressed has 
understood the meaning of the Words used by the other man, he infers 
from the resultant activity of the person addressed ;—and then he pre- 
sumes the fact of the Words used having the potency, the power, the capacity, 
to express what has been comprehended by the person addressed, as without 
such potency, the phenomenon noticed could not be accounted for. Thus 
the presence of the Relationship between the Word and its Denotation 
is got at and comprehended through three means of Cognition, Perception, 
Inference and Presumption. (Ibid., 141). 
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ETERNALITY OF THE WorD. 

The Mimarnsaka holds the Word to be Eternal; it is there always ; 
we do not perceive (hear) it always, because its being perceived is dependent 
upon its being manifested by the manifestation of the Word-Sound brought 
about by certain manifesting agencies, and as the functioning of these 
manifesting Word-Sounds varies with varying distance and other circum- 
stances, this accounts for the variations of time and place in the perception 
of the Word-Sound, and hence of the Word. There is no good reason 
therefore for regarding the Word as non-eternal. 

On the other hand, in support of its Zternality, we have the Presump- 
tion based upon the fact that the meaning of the Word cannot be compre- 
hended except on the hypothesis of its eternality. If at each utterance of 
it, the Word were a distinct unit, just produced, than its meaning could 
never be comprehended ; because this comprehension depends upon the 
comprehension of the relation of concomitance between the Word and its 
meaning ; and no such concomitance could be perceived if at each utterance, 
the Word were a different unit, just produced, and not the same. Mere 
similarity of the Word-Sound could not account for the said notion of the 
concomitance. As all the Word-units would be of equal importance, which 
unit would it be whose similarity to the others could be the determining 
factor? In fact, in order to explain the phenomenon of the comprehension 
of the meaning of a Word, the Word must be regarded as one and the same 
in all cases, Nor can this requisite unity be obtained by the postulating 
of such comprehensive ‘Classes’ as the ‘Letter—ga’, for instance ; because 
all such comprehensive notions presuppose diversity, not unity, of what is 
included under those notions, 

Nor can the fact of the Word being actually recognised as the same 
in all cases be explained on the basis of mere Similarity. Hence, on the 
ground of this Recognition, Word should be regarded as Eternal. The 
Recognition is a form of ‘Perception’,—being brought about by the Sense- 
organ as aided by the Impression left by a previous impression ; what it 
perceives and apprehends is the present object as qualified by the identity 
of the same object as remembered. For these reasons the Word must be 
regarded as ternal. And the reason for this lies in the fact that the Word 
heard today is actually recognised as the same that was heard yesterday ; 
and that when there is utterance, it only serves to manifest the existing 
Word, it does not create or produce it. Hence Word cannot be a product 
or Effect. Not being an Effect, it cannot be perishable. And, continuing 
to exist in its own form, and not being perishable, it must be. ternal. 
(Shastradipika, p. 112—1265). ; 
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Words are Eternal; what is denoted by them is Eternal, the relation 
between these two is Eternal. But the question remains—How does the 
Sentence express its meaning? This is the most important question ; be- 
cause the only right knowledge of Dharma that we can obtain is from the 
Vedic text, and this text is always in the form of a Sentence. 


The view of the opposite party is that there can be no reasonable 
basis for the expression of its meaning by the Sentence,—or that it must 
be based entirely upon Convention ; and as, according to the Mimamsaka, 
there can be no maker of Convention in regard to Vedic Sentences, the 
Veda must be regarded as unreliable ; or, in the last resort, the Veda should 
be regarded as the work of a trustworthy author, and its validity must 
be dependent upon the reliability of that author. That this is the most 
reasonable view is shown by the fact that in all our experience Sentences 
always emanate from human beings. It might be that in matters relating 
to Dharma, no Person can be regarded as an infalliable source of knowledge. 
But in that case the only reasonable conclusion is that no reliability can 
belong to the Sentences found in the Veda, and the Veda, therefore, cannot 
be regarded as an infallible guide.—(Shdastradipika, pp. 126—127). 


The Mimamsaka’s answer to the above is that the basis of the meaning 
of the Sentence lies in the meanings of the Words composing that Sentence ; 
each of these words denotes its own meanings,—and these Word-meanings 
indicate the meaning of the Sentence.” For example, in the Sentence “Bring 
the cow’, the Word ‘bring’ directly denotes the act of bringing in general ; 
and it indirectly indicates the particular act of bringing pertaining to the 
time. The word ‘cow’ also directly denotes Universal ‘Cow’ ; and it indirectly 
indicates the individual Cow as the objective related to the act of bringing. 
Thus in every Sentence, each of the component words directly denotes its 
own meaning in the general form and indirectly indicates it as related to 
the meaning of the other words. (This is what is called the Abhihitanvaya- 
vada,—the Theory of the Verbal Expression of Connection between what 
is denoted). 


Thus the meaning of the Sentence is based upon the meanings of its 
component words ; it is not baseless ; nor is it based upon Convention. Hence 


the Vedic Injunction cannot be an unreliable source of knowledge regarding 
Dharma. 


Then there remains the alternative view that the Veda may be the 
work of a trustworthy Person. In support of this view there is the following 
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argument—‘‘The Vedas must be the work of a Person, because it consists 
of Sentences, like all such works, e.g. the Mahabharata”. This same con- 
clusion is supported by the presence of such designations as ‘Kathaka’ and 
the rest, which are applied to the Veda, The Author of a work is that 
person who of his own free choice brings together words in the form of 
Sentences”. 


The Alimamsaka’s answer to the above is as follows :—If there were 
an Author, the Composer, of the Veda, he should certainly have been re- 
membered through the long line of tradition; as we find in the case of 
Buddha who is known as the author and propagator of the Buddhist Scrip- 
tures. There could be no chance of such an Author being forgotten : because 
the religious performances of all men would be based upon the authority 
of his name; specially as the Effectiveness of those performances could 
not be known from any other source. As a matter of fact, however, we 
find that people have no idea of any such Author of the Veda. Hence the 
non-rememberance of one who should have been remembered if he had 
existed leads to the conclusion that such an Author should be regarded 
to be as non-ewistent,—just like the Horns of the Hare. Even those persons 
who believe in the idea of the Veda being the work of an Author are not 
able to point definitely to any such person as being such an Author ; they 
have very vague ideas about the matter ; for instance, some of them regard 
the Veda to be the work of ‘God’ ; others attribute it to ‘Hiranyagarbha’ ; 
others again to ‘Prajdpati’. All these divergent notions could not be 
correct if people had a definite idea ofthe Person who composed the Veda ; 
as they have in regard to the Mahabharata or the Smrtis of Manu and 
others. As regards the personal names—‘Kathaka’ and the like—being 
applied to the Vedas,—there is the simple explanation that these names 
are based upon the fact of such Vedas or portions of the Veda having had 
such persons as their most efficient Expounders. From all this we conclude 
that the Vedas are not the work of a Personal Author ; and being thus free 
from any defects due to such authorship, the Vedas must be regarded as 
the only source of knowledge (relating to Dharma). which is infallible 
in its Self-Sufficient Validity. (Shastradipika, pp. 131-132). 


CHAPTER XVI 


UPAMANA—ANALOGICAL COGNITION 
ACCORDING TO SHABARA 


Upamana, Analogy,—which consists in Similitude—also brings about 
the Cognition of things not in contact with the Sense-organs. or instance, 
the sight of the Gavaya, which is an animal resembling the Cow, brings 
about the Remembrance of the Cow, (as something similar to the animal 
before the eyes). (Shabara, Trs., p. 15.) 

According to the Rjwvimala what is meant by the Bhdsya is that 
the sight of the Gavaya brings about the Analogical Cognition, that ‘the 
animal seen is called Gavaya’’, to the man who had known the Cow. 

This view of Upamdna has been contested in the Shloka-Vdrtika. 

The difference in the two interpretations turns upon the exact signi- 
fication of the term ‘gosmaranasya’ According to the Bhatia view, the term 
is to be construed as ‘gosmaranasya buddhimutpddayati’ —i.e., it (the Simi- 
litude) produces the idea (buddhz) of the Remembrance (smarana) of the Cow 
(goh) ; while according to the Prabhakara (By., p. 107), the term ‘gosmara- 
nasyw’ is to be construed as ‘anubhitagoh purugasya’, ‘to the man who 
had known the Cow’. (See below). 

ANALOoGIcAL Coanition ACCORDING TO PRABHAKARA 


Upamana—Similitude—also brings about the Cognition of the unseen 
thing ;—for instance, when a man already knowing the Cow sees the Gavaya— 
the perception of the Gavaya brings about the Cognition of the unseen (cow), 
through Similitude, Upamana ; t.e., the Smilitude brings about the Cogni- 
tion of another thing (Cow), which is not before the eyes, but which bears 
similarity to the Gavaya before the Eyes. (By., p. 107). 

On this, the Rjuvimala (p. 107)—The direct meaning of the Bhasya, 
by which the Similitude would be the cause of the Remembrance of the Cow, 
cannot be right. as in the case in question, the Cognition, ‘buddhi’, that is 
brought about is, not of ‘the Remembrance of the Cow’ (go-smaranasya), 
but of Similarity (of the known Cow)...’ ‘Sddyshyajtanagrahyam-sadrshyam’ 
—TIt is Similarity that forms the object apprehendeed by the Idea of 
Similarity (Upamana)’—(Rjuvimala, p. 109). That is, ‘When one perceives 
the Similarity, and this perception of Similarity brings about the Cognition 
of Similarity in regard to the (unseen) correlative,—this is what is called 
Upamana, Analogical Cognition’, (Br. VI, p. 109) 


al 
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Against this, it has been argued that—‘‘There would appear to be 
no objective of such Analogical Cognition; the man has previously seen 
the Cow,—he perceives the Similarity to that Cow in the Gavaya before 
his eyes. Now what is left which could form the objective of the Analogical 
Cognition in question ?” 

The answer to this is that, in the case of Inference we have found, 
even in the case of something already known through one Means of Cogni- 
tion, that if it comes to be cognised by another Means of Cognition, it is 
regarded as the Objective of the latter Cognition, This is all the more 
reasonable in the present case where the Similarity of the Gavaya in the Cow 
is something that has not yet been cognised at all; and it is this Similarity 
of the Gavaya in the Cow (‘this Gavaya is similar to the known Cow’) which 
forms the objective of—is made known by—the Similarity of the Cow in the 
Gavaya.—(Byhatt and Rjuvimala, p. 109). 

This Analogical Cognition cannot be regarded as Perception, as it is 
the Cognition pertaining to something not in contact with the senses ; the 
cow, for instance, is not before the eyes.—Nor is it mere Remembrance ; 
because at the time that the Cow was seen in the past, the Gavaya had not 
been seen, and hence at that time the Stmilitude could not have been seen 
and noticed, and what has not been seen cannot be remembered. Nor lastly 
can it be regarded as Inference (says the Brhat?, p. 108); because what 
brings about an Inferential Cognition is a Relationship (or concomitance) 
that has been perceived several times ;—and another essential factor in 
Inference is that the Indicative Reason must be one entirely free from 
any such relationship with the contrary of the Probandum ; so that Analo- 
gical Cognition presents none of the factors that are essential in Inferential 
Cognition, 


Anatogicat Cognirion Accorpine To KumArta. 

; According to Kumarila what happens in the case of Analogical Cog- 
nition is this—The observer already knows a certain object,—for instance, 
the animal Cow,—then on going to the woods, he sees another animal, which, 
he perceives, resembles, is similar to, an animal already known to him,— 
thereupon there is recalled to his mind the formerly perceived Cow which 
he cognises now as Similar to the animal before his eyes ; so that what forms 
the objective of Analogical Cognition is the remembered Cow as -qualified 
by similarity to the seen animal,—or the Similarity as qualified by the previously 
known animal.—Though it is true that the Similarity is perceived while the 
Cow is remembered, yet the two together—i.e., the Cow—cum Similarity to 


the seen animal—are not cognised, either by Perception or by Remembrance ; 
18 
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and hence, for the Cognition of the two together we need a distinct Means 
of Cognition ; and Upamana, Analogy, is such a distinct Means of Cognition. 
Just as in the case of Inference, the Hill is perceived and the Fire is only 
remembered (as Concomitant with Smoke), for the Cognition of the two 
together—the Fire and the Hill—there is need of a distinct Means of Cogni- 
tion, in the shape of Inference. In cases where the idea of Similarity is 
misconceived, wrong,—the Resultant Analogical Cognition is wrong,— 
based upon false Analogy. This Analogical Cognition cannot be regarded 
as the same as Inference ; because the factors necessary for Inference are 
not present in the case of Analogical Cognition. (Shlokavartika, Upamana, 
37—43). 


The resultant idea is in the form—‘The Cow I had seen on the previous 
occasion is similar to this animal that I see now’, says the Shdastradipika 
(p. 52). 


CHAPTER XVII 
ARTHAPATTI—PRESUMPTION 
AccoRDING TO SHABARA. 


Presumption consists in the presuming of something not seen, on 
the ground that a fact already seen or heard of cannot be explained without 
that presumption. For instance, it is found that Devadatia, who is alive, 
is not in the house, and this Non-Ewistence in the House leads to the Pre- 
sumption that he is somewhere outside the house ; as without this, the 
aforesaid fact of his being alive and not in the House could not be explained. 
(Bhasya, Trs., p. 16.) 


PRESUMPTION—ACCORDING TO PRABHAKARA. 


What ‘cannot be explained’—without the Presumption—is “Non- 
Existence outside’ along with ‘Non-Existence in the house’ (which latter is 
directly perceived). Hence, the perception of Non-Existence in the House 
‘becomes the source of Ineaplicability of the man’s Existence (i.e., being alive) 
without the recognition of the connection of that Existence with outside. 
This ‘inexplicability’ consists in contrariness (inconsistency) to other Means 
of Right Cognition. The process is as follows :—(a) First of all there is 
Perception of the fact that the Man ds not in the House ;—(b) so long as the 
connection of the Man’s Ewistence with outside is not duly known,—the 
fact of his being in existence (alive), though well-known, becomes uncertain, 
open to doubt.—‘The Man not being in the House, is he alive at all?” 
—and (c) the Bwistence, thus rendered doubtful, is finally cognised as con- 
nected with outside. Thus what is inexplicable is the Man’s Bxistence 
(being alive) ; and this becomes explained by his existence outside, which 
thus forms the objective of the Presumptive Cognition.—(Rjuvimala, pp. 
112-113). 

Though the Bhasya has mentioned only two forms of Cognitions—Seen 
or Heard of—yet what is meant is whatever may be a fact duly ascertained 
through any of the Means of Right Cognition. So that the expession ‘Seen 
or Heard’ is an idiomatic one which is used in the sense of ‘Well-known’ ; 
such is the well-established usage. 

This appears to be in anticipation of Kumarila’s view, by which ‘Seen’ 


stands for what is well-ascertained through all the six Means of Cognition 
(Perception, Inference, Analogical Cognition, Verbal Cognition, Presumption 
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and Negation), and he finds a special purpose in the separate mention 
of the ‘Heard’ fact.—(Shlo. Va., Presumption, 1-2) where we read :— 
Tafeteat sear yas 

[adrgat satafa:] 
according to which the Preswmption based upon Verbal Cognition is in the 
form of Words, i.e., the words ‘He eats at night’. This is contested in detail 
by the Rjwvimala, pp. 115—117,—according to which what is presumed 
is the fact of the man eating at night, not the Verbal Cognition that ‘he eats 
at night’. 


KumAriia’s View of Presumption. 


The above explanation of the process of Presumption is not accepted 
by the Bhatia, He demurs specially to what has been said regarding the 
Element of Doubt. He argues that in the example cited, if the man’s Hx- 
istence (being alive) were at all doubtfull, it could not afford a sound basis 
for the requisite Presumption ; it is only when the Man’s Euzistence is 
known with certainty that it can warrant the presumption of his being out. 
Further, the doubt regarding the man’s existence could be set aside only 
by the certain Cognition of his Existence (in general)—not necessarily by the 
certain Cognition of his Existence outside (Shdstradipika, pp. 53-54). Accord- 

_ ing to the Bhatta, the basis of Presumption lies, not in Doubt, but in mental 
trreconcilability or inconsistency between two well-ascertained facts ; which 
inconsistency is removed by the Cognition of a third fact; and it is this 
last Cognition that constitutes Presumption. (Ibid., p. 55—There is no 
wconsistency between well-ascertained facts in the case of Inference, and 
it is in this, according to the Bhatta, that lies the difference between Inference 
and Presumption. 

The Shlokavartika (Chapter on Preswmption) supplies the following 
definition of Presumption :—(1) ‘When a fact ascertained by any of the 
six Means of Cognition is found to be inexplicable except on the basis 
of a fact not so ascertained,—the assumption of this latter fact is what 
constitutes Presumption’. 


(1) An example of Presumption based upon a perceived fact we have 
in the presuming of the Burning Capacity in Fire, which is based on the 
perceived fact that it burns. (2) An example of Presumption based upon 
an inferred fact, we have in the presuming of the Moving Capacity in the 
Sun, which is based upon the inferred fact that the Sun moves from place 
to place. (3) An example of Presumption based upon analogically cognised 
fact we have in the presuming of the Cognisability of the Cow by the Cog- 
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nition born of the Similarity between the Cow and the Gavaya. (4) An 
example of Presumption based upon Presumption is found in the Cognition 
of the denotative potency of the Word through Presumption based upon 


the well-known fact that it denotes certain things,—and on the basis of 
the said presumed Denotative Potency,—which cannot be otherwise ex- 
plained,—we presume the Eternality of the Word. (5) An example of 
Presumption based upon Negation or Non-Apprehension we have in the 
case where the non-apprehension of Devadatta leads to the Presumption 
of his being outside. (Shlo. Va., Presumption 3—8). This last cannot 
be included under Inference (Jbid., 9—50). (6) An example of Presump- 
tion on the basis of a Verbally Cognised (Heard of) Fact, we have in the 
following case :—When one hears the assertion ‘So and so is fat and yet 
‘he eats not during the day’,—he is led to the Presumption that ‘the man 
eats at night’ (Ibid., 51). 


In regard to the exact form of this last kind of Presumption, there 
is a difference of opinion: Some people hold that the Presumption is 
of the fact of the man eating at night, while according to others, the Presump- 
tion is of the Verbal Assertion that ‘he eats at night’. (Zbid.—52). All 
are agreed in regarding this sixth form of Presumption as not entirely 
different from Agama, Verbal Cognition. (Ibid. 52). And the reason for 
this view lies in the fact that all cognitions derived from the Vedic text 
belong to this category ; and all these would be ‘Non-Vedic’, ‘Non-Scriptural’, 
if this Presumption were entirely different from Verbal Cognition. (53.) 
Though the Presumption in question has the character of Verbal Cognition,— 
being expressed by means of the Words ‘He eats at night’,—yet what 
we have to consider is the sanction behind this Verbal Assertion. This 
sanction cannot be held to be provided by Perception, because the presumed 
assertion is not actually heard ; nor by Inference; as no connection of the 
two has been observed ; (pp. 53—60). Nor can the requisite sanction be 
derived from another Verbal Expression, (72) :—nor from Analogical Cog- 
nition (74). Thus the only sanction—proof, means of Cognition—for 
Cognition derived from the heard words ‘He eats not during the day’— 
lies in Presumption only (76). 


Such is the conclusion of the philosophers who hold that what is 
Presumed in this case is the Verbal Assertion (‘He eats at night’), not the 
Jact of his eating at night. That is, the assertion that ‘He eats at night’ 
is presumed from the inconsistency and inexplicability involved in the 
assertion that ‘Being fat, he eats not during the day’ (Nyayaratnakara on 
76). 


\ 
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This is followed in the Shlo. Va. by a long discussion from the point 
of view—that what is presumed is the fact of eating at night, not the assertion 
‘He eats at night’, And Kumarila comes to this conclusion that as a matter 
of fact, all Conceptual (Determinate) Cognition is accompanied and pre- 
ceded by Verbal Cognition, and that in the case in question, as soon as the 
Verbal Expression ‘he eats at night’ appears, the inconsistency involved 
in the previous assertion (‘Being fat, he eats not during the day’) disappears ; 
and there is no further inconsistency left which could serve as the basis 
of the presumption of the fact as apart from the words expressing it. (Shlo. 
Va., Presumption, 78.) 


CHAPTER XVIII 
ABHAYA—NON-APPREHENSION 
(Accorprye ro SHABARA) 


‘Abhava’, ‘Non-apprehension’, stands for the non-existence—absence— 
of all the five Means of Cognition described above ; and this brings about 
the Cognition in the form—‘It does not exist’—in regard to things not in 
contact with the senses. That is, (explains Kwmarila, in Shlo. Va. Abhava 
1) in a case where Sense-perception and the other Means of Cognition are 
not found to be effectively operative towards bringing about the notion 
of the Ewistence of a certain thing, we have the notion of the non-ewistence 
of that thing ; and the means by which this notion of non-existence is got 
at is called Abhdva, ‘Non-apprehension’.—(Shabara-Bhasya, Trs., p. 16). 


NON-APPREHENSION 


ACCORDING TO PRABHAKARA. 


Having quoted the words of the Bhasya, the Byhatt puts the question— 
“Ts this the definition of a Means of Cognition ?”—The answer from the 
Mimamsaka (other than Prabhakara) is—Yes ; and what is cognised through 
it is that a certain thing does not ewist (as declared in the Bhasya). This 
answer is rejected by the ‘Acharyo,’ (says the Rjuvimala, p. 119) in the follow- 
ing words :—What is said to be cognised is not actually cognised. The 
Definition too is given in the words—‘Pramanabhava’, ‘the absence of 
Means of Cognition’ ;—and this definition clearly implies that what is 
proposed to be defined is not a Means of Cognition.—It is true that the 
idea current among Mimdmnsakas is that this, ‘Abhdva’, is the sixth Means 
of Cognition. But there is no reasonable basis for this idea. There is 
nothing that can form the objective of this Means of Cognition ; nor can it 
have the Character of a real Means of Cognition And yet, with all this, 
it has been introduced here in the present context ; the reason for which 
lies in the fact that, treating of the subject of the Means of Cognition, and 
having dealt with the five Means of Cognition, we add that what is not 
cognised by any of these five Menas is what is cognised through this Sixth 
Means, called ‘Abhdva’, But this does not make this Abhdva a regular 
Means of Cognition, because a Means of Cognition can be regarded as really 
so only when it brings about its Effect, in the shape of the definite Cognition 
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of its objective ; and this definite Cognition is always in the form of ‘this’, 
which implies exclusion of all other things. Hence, when no such Effect 
appears—as the Effect of the Means of Cognition—people have the idea 
‘this does not exist’. This being sufficient to account for the idea of the 
‘Non-Existence’ of things,—and it being wrong to regard as Means of Cogni- 
tion what does not bring about a definite Cognition,—any defining of such 
a source of knowledge as a ‘Means of Cognition’ must be regarded as childish 
prattle. As regards the idea being current among Miriasakas, it has to 
be rejected as an idea without sufficient basis. Thus we conclude that 
what the Bhasya says is only by way of Supplement to the definition of the 
other Means of Cognition, and it is not meant to be the definition of a 
distinct Means of Cognition in the shape of Abhava. 


Thus the view held by Prabhakara and his followers may be summed 
up as follows :—Cognitions of things are of two kinds—in one kind we 
cognise the thing as along with some other thing, and in another kind, we 
cognise the thing by itself alone ; and this latter Cognition is apprehended 
in terms of things that are not there, and which, if present, would have 
been cognised. What we really have, in the latter case, is only the non- 
apprehension of something that would have been apprehended if it had 
been there ; hence, the Negative Cognition can be nothing more than the 
Cognition of the one thing in terms of those other things which are not 
apprehended, and which, if present, would have been apprehended. Thus 
in the case of the conception ‘The Jar is not here’, all that is meant is that— 
Even though the Jar would have been perceived if it had been here, what 
we perceive is the bare place’ ; and this is an ordinary positive Cognition, 
pure Perception in this case. In this way it can be shown that there ig 
nothing that could be cognised through Abhdva’, Non-Apprenhension, which 
therefore cannot be regarded as a Means of Cognition.—( Brhati—Rjuvimala, 


p. 118 et seq.) 
ABHAVA—NON-APPREHENSION 


Accorpine To KumMARILA. 


When the first five Means of Cognition do not function towards 
bringing about the Cognition of the Existence of a certain object,—then 
there comes to function that (Sixth) Means of Cognition which is known 
as ‘Abhdva’ ‘Non-Apprehension’, ‘Negation’.—(Shlo. Va., Abhdva, 1). It 
is through this Means of Cognition that the non-ewistence of things becomes 
cognised.—(Ibid., 2.) : 
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Abhava is of four kinds: (1) the previous Non-Existence ; e.g., the 
Non-Existence of the Curd and other milk-products in the (fresh) milk, 
(2) Non-Existence by Destruction ; e.g., the Non-Existence of the milk in 
milk-products, (3) Mutual Non-Existence ; e.g., the negation of the Cow 
in the Horse and vice versa and (4) Absolute Non-Existence : e.g., the Non- 
Existence of horns on the head of the ass, which is found to be devoid of 
any hard and enlarged protuberances on the head.—Under the circums- 
tances, if Abhéva were not a Means of Cognition, then, there might be cogni- 
tion—(1) of Curd in Milk, (2) of Milk in Curd, (3) of Cloth in the Jar, (4) 
of Horns in the Ass, of Intelligence in Earth and other material Substances,— 
of bodily shape in the Soul, of Odour in Water,—of Taste in Fire,—of Celour, 
Taste and Odour in Air—of Tangibility in Akasha.—Alt this Diversity could 
not be a mere non-entity, mere Negation. Hence, they must be regarded 
as real Entities, ‘Vastu’. Another reason why all this Abhava should be 
regarded as Hntity lies in the fact that it is capable of being apprehended 
by ielusive as well as exclusive Cognitions, which means that it is an object 
of Cognition, Praméya, (Ibid., 2-9). The notion that a certain thing ‘does 
not exist’ is not possible without some sort of a comprehensive notion of 
‘thing’ (16). 

The ‘Non-functioning of the Means of Cognition’ stands for the non- 
appearance of Sense-perception and the other Means of Cognition (11)— 
For instance, the said notion, that a certain thing ‘does not exist’, cannot 
be brought about by Sense-organs, because the Sense-organ can have contact 
only with a positive factor. What happens in the cases of Cognition that 
‘the Jar does not exist’—is that the observer perceives the positive entity in 
the shape of the Place, and then remembers the counter-entity which would 
have been seen (the Jar for instance, if it were there),—and there follows 
the Cognition of its being non-existent; and this latter is a purely mental 
Cognition, which comes independently of the functioning of the Sense-organs. 
What brings about the Cognition of Non-Hxistence is not the mere non-— 
perception of the Object, but that non-perception of the object which should 
have been perceived, had it existed. (27). Nor can the Cognition of Non- 
Existence be brought about by Inference ; because there is no perception 
of the Inferential Indicative and the other factors necessary for Inference 
(29). Thus the Non-Ewistence (Negation, Abhdva) being what is cognised, 
the Means by which this Non-Existence is cognised—its Pramana,—also con- 
sists in Abhava, Negation ; and this negative Means of Cognition is not 
operative towards positives Entities,—in the same manner as the positive 


Means of Cognition (Perception and the rest) are not oprative towards 
19 
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Negative Entities. Nor is there any Royal Command that the Means of 
Cognition must be positive (45—47). 

The purpose of postulating this as a distinct Means of Cognition 
lies in the fact that the mixing up of things can be avoided only by the 
Cognition of the fact of one thing not being another, and this Cognition can 
be obtained only through the instrumentality of Abhava ; so in matters 
relating to Sacrificial Performances, that the details laid down in connec- 
tion with one set of Sacrifices are not the same as those laid down in connec- 
tion with another set, can be known only through Abhdva, Negation ; so 
also the fact that a certain detail does not belong to a particular sacrifice 
can be known only by the Absence or Negation of the Vedic Injunction to 
that effect. 

OrHER Means or COGNITION 

Shabara does not mention any other Means of Cognition apart from 
the above Six—Perception, Inference, Word, Analogy, Presumption and 
Negation (Non-Apprehension). 

Prabhakara also does not mention any other. 

Kumarila notices a few others ; but adds that these are not independent 
Means of Cognition. He mentions (1) ‘Sambhava’. Probability, —whereby, 
it has been held, we cognise the presence of a Hundred in a Thousand ; he 
explains, however, that it is included under ‘Inference’, being based upon 
the inseparable relationship (Invariable Concomitance) between 100 and 
1000. (2) Similarly, ‘Adtéhya’, Rumour or Tradition, which has been re- 
garded as a distinct Means of Cognition by some people,—is in most cases, 
not true ; and when it is true, it comes under ‘Word’, Trustworthy Assertion.— 
(Shlo. Va., Abhdva, 57-58.) 

Some people have postulated ‘Pratibha,’ Intuition, as a distinct 
Means of Cognition; but Intuitional Cognition—such as that appearing 
in the form of the premonition of certain events,—does not always tum 
out to be true. Hence, no reliance can be placed on the assertion of the 
Vaishésikas that Sages and Mystics have the I ntuitional Cognition of Dharma- 
Adharma. (Shastradipika, p. 65.) 


CHAPTER XIX 
MIMAMSA TOPICS PROPER 


(A) TnTRODUCTORY—SHASTRARAMBHA. 


We have so far confiened our attention to the preliminary stud 
those topics of philosophical interest that bear upon the consideratio? fe) 
Mimdmsa-topics proper. Now we turn our attention to the study on tbers 
Mimdmsé-topics themselves. The former study has shown us who 18 the 
Moral Agent for whose benefit all this study is carried on,—in what way this 
study will benefit him, and what is the ultimate Goal to which the prope 
performance of his duty will lead him,—what are the Sources and Means © 
Knowledge,—which of these can help the Agent to obtain the Knowledge 
of what his duty is and in what way it is to be performed. We have see? 
that the conclusion is that the Veda is the only Source and Means of Know- 
ledge which can provide one with the right knowledge of Duty, in both 
its positive and negative aspects—that is, What should be done and what 
should not be done. 


y of 


The proper study and the understanding of the Veda, therefore; 
becomes necessary for every intelligent and responsible person. Unless 
he has an intelligent conception of what his duty is, he cannot regulate. 
his action rightly. 

This study of the Veda, according to the Mimarsaka, is reserved 
for the three ‘Higher Castes’ only ; other people therefore have to depend 
upon the Bradhmana for the exposition of what their Duty is; teaching 
being the function reserved for the Brahmana alone, among the ‘Higher 
Castes’. 


Now, this study of the Veda itself is a Dharma, a duty ; and as such 
it must have been enjoined as such in the Veda itself. Hence, the Miuma- 
msaka makes it his business to explain that this proper study of the Veda— 
for the special purpose of securing the Knowledge of what should be done 
and what should not be done,—is actually enjoined in the Veda. This there- 
fore forms the first Topic of Study, technically ‘Adhikarana’, of the Mv 
mamsa-Shastra. 

The method adopted by the Mimarsd-Shastra as embodied in Jaimini’s 
Sutra in the study of each topic is to deal with it in five parts—(1) the CBS) 
planation of the occasion that gives rise to the necessity of investigation 
of the topic concerned, (2) the subject-matter of the topic, represented 
in most cases, by a Vedic text, (3) the grounds of doubt or uncertainty 
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which necessitate the investigation, (4) the Prima Facie View called the 
‘Pirvapaksa’, on the question and (5) the Finally Established View, cal’ed 
‘Siddhanta’. 

In regard to this first Topic, the occasion has been presented by the 
first Sutra of Jaimini, which declares—‘Next therefore comes the enquiry 
into Dharma’ ; and the question arises—What does the term ‘Next’ exactly 
mean? It connotes Sequence, we know; but Seguence to what? The 
Sequence meant is that to the reading of the Veda, and this with reference 
to that particular kind of inquiry into Dharma which is not possible without 
the reading of the Veda. But the reason for this lies in the fact that in 
the course of the Inquiry, there will be various kinds of discussion over 
Vedic texts, and until we have studied the Vedic texts themselves there 
can be no discussion over them. It is not meant that there can be no 
Inguiry into Dharma before the Reading of the Veda, or that the Inquiry 
is to follow immediately after the Reading of the Veda. In fact, on the 
completion of the Reading of the Veda, there are two courses open to the 
Student ; he may ‘return’ home from the Teacher’s House immediately 
after the ‘Final Bath’ (Graduation), or he may continue to remain there 
even after the ‘Bath’ (Graduation) as a ‘Postgraduate Student’ and carry 
on investigations and researches into the Subject-matter of the Veda— 
relating specially to Dharma. And the advice conveyed by the opening 
Sdtra is that ‘One should continue to remain at the Teacher’s Residence 
and carry on investigations into Dharma’. The questions to be investigated 
are —(1) What is Dharma? (2) By what is Dharma indicated or made 
Imown to us? (3) What are the right Means of accomplishing Dharma ? 
(4) What are the wrong Means of accomplishing Dhrama ? (5) What is the 
need or purpose of Dharma 2—Of these, questions (a) and (b) have been 
dealt with under Sa. 2 and the remaining questions have been dealt with 
in the rest of the Satras.—(Shabara-Bhasya, Trs., pp. 1—3). 

We proceed now to put all these ideas into the technical form of the 
‘Adhikarana’ described above. 

(1) The occasion is presented by the completion by the Student of 
the Reading of the Vedic Texts. 

(2) The Visaya, or Subject-matter, of the Topic is provided by the 
Vedic text—‘Svaddyayah adhyetavyah’. (‘The Veda should be studied’, 
according to Kumdarila),—or ‘Astavarsam brahmanam wpanayita tam adhya- 
payita (‘One should initiate the eight-year-old Brahmana and teach him’, 
according to Prabhakara). [For a full statement and discussion of this 
difference of opinion, between Kumdarila and Prabhakara, see below.] 
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(3) The doubt or question that arises in regard to the said text is— 
Does it enjoin the reading of the Verbal Text only, of the Veda? Or does 
the Injunction include the Investigation of the Meaning of those Vedic 
Texts also ? 


(4) The Prima Facie View (Pirvapaksa) is that the Injunction does 
not include the Investigation of the Meaning of the Vedic texts; whence 
it follows that there is no justification for the propounding of the Mimamsa- 
Shastra, which deals entirely with that Investigation. 


(5) The Finally Established View, Siddhanta, is that Investigation 
is included in the Injunction of ‘Vedic Study’ ; and hence the Investigation 
of the meaning of the Vedic texts is as much enjoined as the Reading of 
the Vedic Texts themselves. 


We shall digress a little to discuss at some length the difference of 
opinion between Prabhakara and Kumarila in regard to the particular 
text that enjoins and prompts the said Investigation,—i.e., the Visaya-vakya, 
the basic text, on which the whole Adhikarana rests. 


Shabara does not quote any particular text, he only speaks in a general 
way of ‘Vedadhyayana’, ‘Vedic Study’, under Si. 1 ; but from what he says 
under Si. 6.1.35 (p. 625, Bib, Ind. text), his words seem to favour the 
Prabhikara view.—With reference to the question of the Shidra’s title to 
the performance of Vedic Sacrifices, he says—“What is laid down in the 
text referring to Upanayana is the acquiring of the title of ‘Acharya’, by the 
Investigator ; that this is so, follows from the Atmanépada ending in the 
Injunctive word ‘Upanayita’, which clearly shows that the root ‘nz’ here 
denotes the acquiring of the title of ‘Acharya’ ; and from this it follows that 
what prompts the act of Initiation (Upanayana) is the desire to acquire the 
title of ‘Acharya ;’ from this it is clear that it is only the Brahmana, the 
Ksattriya and the Vaishya who are connected with the learning of the Veda 


(as Upanayana is prescribed for these three castes only). (Shabara Bhé., 
Trs., p. 1000.) 


Toe PRABHAKARA VIEW. 


The Prabhakara takes for his basic text the injunction—‘Astavarsam 
brahmanam upanayita tamadhyapayita’ (‘One should initiate the eight- 
year-old Brahmana and should teach him’); where the two injunctive 
words ‘Upanayita’ and ‘Adhyapayitw have the Atmanépada-ending, which 
indicates that the fruit of the action enjoined accrues to the Nominative 
Agent ; so that the result that follows from the acts of initiating and teaching 
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should accure to the man who does the Initiating and Teaching. The only 
result that can accrue to him is the acquiring of the title of ‘Acharya’ 
(Teacher). This is made clear from the words of Manu (2. 140). 
srg § a: fret Janes fest: | 
aaet atest a aM Tae 

‘The Brahamana who, having initiated the Disciple, teaches him the Veda 
along with the Ritualistic Details and the Esoteric Explanations,—him 
they call the Acharya’. (See above, from Shabara on 6.1.35. Trs., p. 1000.) 
Thus the motive desire leading to the Study and Investigation is on the part 
of the Teacher—not on the part of the Disciple. The Teacher teaches, for 
the purpose of obtaining for himself the title and honours of the Acharya, 
Teacher ; and as there can be no teaching and no teacher without some one 
to be taught, he has to take to himself (Upa-ni) a Disciple ; but the latter 
cannot be a true Disciple or Student unless he is made to ‘Study ;’ this act 
of Studying by the Disciple becomes implied by the above two texts; and 
as Study cannot be carried on without the help of a Teacher, the one implies 
the other. The Injunction of Vedic Study is thus implied in the Injunction 
of taking a pupil (Upanayana)—for the purpose of obtaining the title and 
honours of the Teacher’—so that it becomes necessary to find out a motive 
for this Study on the part of the Pupil ; for whom the purpose of the Teacher 
cannot supply the requisite motive. This motive, for the Pupil, lies in the 
comprehending of what is taught in the Vedic texts studied ; and as this 
comprehension cannot be secured without due reflection and pondering of the 
Vedic texts,—the Investigation embodied in the Mimamsa-Shastra becomes 
justified. (Prakarana-pafichika, pp. 5-12, See also Brhati, p. 7.) 

The above explanation of the initial motive for Vedic Study carried 
on by the Teacher and his pupil provides a perceptible motive,—in the 
shape of the Title and Honours—and thus avoids the necessity of having 
to assume an imperceptible transcendental result following (to the Student) 
from the said Vedic Study,—says Brhati (p. 13). 

One other reason that lies behind the Prabhakara view is that it is only 
thus, that, like the work of Teaching, the work of Investigation also becomes 
restricted to the Brahmana only; as it is the Brahmana alone who can 
teach and hence can aspire to the title and honours of the Acharya. 


Tus BuAtra VIEW. 
This Prabhakara view has been contested in Pardsharamadhava, pp. 
36—39, where it is pointed out that Teaching and Officiating at Sacrifies 
have been prescribed for the Brahmana, only as a means of livelihood, and 
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hence are purely voluntary; while Study and Sacrifice are compulsory 
duties ; the Injunctions of these latter therefore occupy a much higher 
position than, and must be distinct from, the Injunction of what is to be 
done for the acquiring of the title and honours of the ‘Acharya’. 


In view of this and other reasons, the Bhaita takes as his basic text 
the words ‘Svadhyayo’ dhyttavyah’—(‘The Veda should be studied’). Though 
later writers like Madhavacharya object to this text on the ground that it 
occurs in the Injunction of the five Mah@yajiias necessary for he Householder, 
and hence cannot be taken as the basis for the Initial Study (by the Religious 
Student on his Upanayana—Initiation). They therefore propose a basic 
Vedic text inferred from the Smrti Injunction of Vedic Study. (Shastradiprka, 
p. 4.) 


The Bhatta position is thus set forth in the Shastradipika (pp. 2—8) : 


The basic text is ‘Svadhyayo ‘dhyétavyah’ (The Veda should be studied’). 
The question is—Does this text lay down the Study of the Veda as a Duty, 
the performance of which brings about a transcendental result, in the shape 
of Heaven or some such thing? Or does it lay down the Study for the purpose 
of reading and understanding the Veda? In the former case, the Injunction 
would have been fulfilled by the getting up of the mere Verbal Text of the 
Veda, and there would be no need for proceeding with it any further, and 
investigating the meaning of the texts ; while under the latter case, as the 
said Investigation would be necessary for the understanding of the meaning 


of the Vedic texts,—such Investigation also would be included under the _ 


Injunction, which would thus be an Injunction of the said Investigation 
also. 


The Prima Facie View is that—The necessity for understanding 
the meaning would be felt and recognised even without the Injunction 
of if; hence, the Investigation into the Meaning need not be sought to be 
included under the Injunction of Vedic Study; as the said Investigation 
would be serving a perceptible purpose it would not need to be enjoined. 
The conclusion, therefore, is that the Injunction of Vedic Study enjoins the 
learning of the verbal text only, as leading to a transcendental result ; and 
the Injunction having been carried out by such study alone, the Student 
should leave the Teacher’s Residence forthwith, and he need not prolong 
his pupilage for the purpose of carrying on the Investigation into the meaning 
of the Vedic texts.’ ; 


The Final Conclusion is as follows :—The purpose served by the Injunc- 
tion of Vedic Study is to restrict such Study to the three higher castes alone. 
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That is, if this Injunction of ‘Reading the Veda’ were not there the texts 
dealing with the “Agnthotra’ and other acts would come to pertain to any 
one who had the requisite knowledge of the texts,—irrespectively of his 
caste ; when, however, the Injunction of ‘Vedic Study’ is there, the title 
to the performance of the said acts becomes restricted to the three higher 
castes ; because it is only the three castes for whom Initiation has been en- 
joined in such texts as—The Brahmana is to be initiated during the Spring, 
the Ksattriya during the Summer and the Vaishya during the Autumn’; 
as persons thus initiated are not told what they should do after being thus 
initiated, there comes the Injunction of ‘Vedic Study’, which however 
does not specify the person who is to do it ;—now these two sets of texts, 
taken together, supply us with the idea that—‘the boys of the three higher 
castes who have been initiated should study and get up the verbal text of 
the Veda and then carrying on its study, should proceed with the work of 
Research and Investigation and thereby obtain the idea of what is taught 
in the Veda.’ Thus it is that the Initiation becomes a part and parcel of 
‘Vedic Study,’ by preparing the Person who is to carry on the fruitful Study 
of the Veda. Thus Vedic Study serves the perceptible purpose of com- 
prehending the meaning of the Veda, and this comprehension leads on to 
the useful purpose of the due performance of the acts prescribed in the Veda ; 
hence, the entire process becomes fruitful.—From all this it follows that 
after Vedic Study, one should proceed with the Investigation into the meaning 
of the Vedic texts. 


(B) Waar Is Darna ? 


It has been established that it is necessary to study the Verbal text 
of the Veda and to carry on researches and investigations for the purpose 
of learning what is taught in the Veda. 


The question might arise—“The Sura started with the statement 
of its purpose as Investigation of Dharma ; while the Bhasya and all other 
commentators have gone into the question as to whether the Student is to 
retire after the getting up of the Verbal text of the Veda, or he is to continue 
to reside with the Teacher and proceed with the work on Investigation as 
to the meaning of the Veda. What is the connection between the ‘The 
Investigation into Dharma’ and the ‘Study and investigation of Veda and 
its meaning’ 2” 


The first point to be considered is—What is the Dharma which has 
to be investigated ; and the second point—What is the Means whereby the 
Right Knowledge of Dharma can be obtained ? 


a 
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(1) The above is the ‘Occasion’ for the question arising ;—(2) the 
Subject-matter is the Definition of-Dharma and the Means of Knowing it; 
(3) The doubt is—Is it possible to define Dharma and to Know what it is ? 


(4) The Prima Facie View is that “Dharma, being something beyond 
the ken of men, cannot be defined and for the same reason there can be no 
valid means of knowing it.” 

(5) The Final Established View is—Even though Dharma is something 
beyond the ken of men, yet it is possible to define it and also to find a means 
of knowing it. This right definition has been provided by Jaiment in Sutra 
(2) as—That which is indicated by the vedic Injunction as conducive to 
welfare’ ,—i.e., it is what is enjoined in the Veda and is conducive to desirable 
results. ‘Dharma’ thus, in this context, does not stand for the merit that 
is obtained by the doing of good deed, by right conduct (which is the ordinary 
connotation of the term) ; it is used in the much wider sense of what should 
be done, i.e., Duty. This same definition of Dharma also supplies the answer 
to the second question, regarding the Means of Knowing Dharma, on which 
point the conclusion is that the Vedic Injunction is the only Means of knowing 
Dharma ; that is, a right knowledge of Dharma can be obtained only from 
the Veda. This also implies that the Veda is a valid means of the knowledge 
of Dharma. ‘Thus there are three conclusions involved—(1) Dharma is 
what is enjoined in the Veda as conducive to welfare, (2) the Veda is the 
only source of the knowledge of Dharma, and (3) the Veda is a reliable source 
of knowledge. 

This is Kumarila’s presentation of the Topic. According to Prabhakara, 
it is as follows :— 


(1) It has been established that the Investigation into Dharma should 
come after the Study of the whole Veda ; now, when the said Investigation 
proceeds, the question presents itself—How much of the ‘meaning of the 
vede’ is to be investigated ? —(2) The Subject-matter of this Topic is the 
‘meaning of the Veda’ as providing the right knowledge of Dharma.— 
(3) The doubt on this question is—Is the meaning of the entire Veda—all 
Vedic texts, including Injunctions enjoining actions, as well as the descri- 
ptions of things, Mantras and Descriptive Passages, to be investigated as 
the Means of knowing Dharma? Or only the Injunctive texts, laying down 
something to be done ?—(4) The Prima facie view is that the meaning of the 
entire body of Vedic texts should be investigated.—(5) The Finally Esta- 
blished View is that themeaning of only those Vedic texts has to be investi- 


gated which are injunctive ; because it is only the Sentence laying down 
20 
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something to be done that is really directly expressive ; and as such it is only 
such a Sentence that can be the Means of a valid Verbal Cognition. This 
is what has led the Praabhakara to deviate from the ordinary presentation 
of the Adhikarana. This is in accordance with the Anvitabhidhana Theory 
of Verbal Expression, of which Prabhakara is the propounder (see above),— 
according to which we can construe a Sentence and find out its meaning 
only when it contains some sort of an Injunction of Something to be Done. 


It may be noted that the actual words used in the Sara lend support 
to Prabhakara’s view. It speaks of ‘Chodand’ as the Means of knowing 
Dharma ; and ‘Chodana’ is Injunction. The Bhasya also has clearly declared 
that the word, ‘Chodana’ stands for the Sentence that enjoins an 
act Peart: Tadh qaqa and Prabhakara (Brhatt, p. 20) at once fastens upon 
this declaration of the Bhdsya and remarks that ‘this clearly asserts that 
the validity of the Veda as the Means of right knowledge pertains to something 
to be done.’ Says the Rjuvimala—What is made known by the Chodana 
is only an act, something to be done,—or things connected with that act ; 
but not any accomplished thing? (P. 20.)Kumarila (Shlo. Va., 2, 7) asserts 

- that ‘the term Chodand has been used in the sense of all Worlds in general ; 
and on this the Nyayaratnakara adds—The Chodana is the means of knowing 
Dharma ; as a matter of fact all Words are the means of valid verbal Cogni- 
tion, and the Chodand is a Word ; hence, it can certainly provide the right 
kmowledge of even supersensuous things like Dharma.’ 


(C) RetiaBinrry or THE VEDA. 


(1) That the Veda alone is the source of knowledge of Dharma has 
been established ; (2) what is to be considered now is the necessity or other- 
wise of the examination of the trustworthy character of the Veda—(3) The 
doubt or question that has to be solved is—should the reliability of the 
Veda be examined or not ?—(4) The Prima Facie View is that there is no 
need for any such examination of the character of the Means of Cognition ; 
all that is necessary to know is that it isa Means of Cognition that does 
bring about the knowledge of Dharma ; and this has been already learnt 
under the preceding Topic.—(5) The Finally Established View is that the 
said examination is essential; specially for the Mimamsd-Shastra, which 
makes it its business to enquire into all matters relating to Dharma ; and 
the trustworthy character of the Veda as the declared Means of Knowledge, 
—and how far and why reliance is to be placed upon it—has to be fully exa- 
mined before full reliance can be reposed upon it. 
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According to Prabhakara the question dealt with under Si. 3 
(embodying Topic 3) is whether it would not be the right order of procedure, 
—after having established the fact of the Veda being the means of knowing 
Dharma—to ascertain what is contained in the Veda, (which has been done 
under Discource II et seq.)—rather than proceed with an enquiry as to 
the validity and reliability of the Veda. The former of these alternatives 
is the Prima Facie View. The Final Conclusion is that, when it comes 
to Action, then certainly what is declared in the Veda as to be done becomes 
of prime importance ; but when we are carrying on an enquiry into the 
nature of Dharma and the Means of knowing zt, our first business is to ascer- 
tain how far our source of knowledge is valid and can be relied upon; as 
it is only when this has been done that we can be sure as to what it is that 
is actually mentioned in the Veda and should be done. Another reason for 
taking up this point first lies in the fact that the validity of a Means of 
knowledge is inherent in itself, and as such independent of everything 
else ; whereas, whether a certain act is, or is not, enjoined by a certain text, 
depends upon the trustworthy character of that text itself. (Rijuvimala). 


(D) Sense-PeRcertion, InrErENcE, Erc., DiscussED. 


(1) Before dealing with the Veda as the reliable Means of knowing 
Dharma, it is found necessary to dispose of the other wellrecognised Means 
of Knowledge,—such as Sense-perception. Inference, Analogy, Verbal 
Cognition, Presumption and Non-apprehension—which might be regarded, 
in some quarters, as affording all the Means that is necessary for the know- 
ledge of Dharma.—(2) The Subject-matter of this Topic then is the relia- 
bility of Sense~perception and the rest as reliable means of knowing Dharma. 
—(3) The doubt or question is—Is the knowledge of Dharma brought about 
by the Vedic Injunction only? Or also by Sense-perception and the other 
well-known Means of Cognition ?—(4) The Prima facie View is that Sense- 
perception and the rest are as good Means of Knowledge as the Vedic Injunc- 
tion ; hence, Sense-perception and the rest also can bring about the requisite 
knowledge of Dharma.—(5) The Finally Established View is as follows :— 
As a matter of fact, Sense-perception is operative only in regard to such 
things as are present and in contact with the Sense-organs ; Dharma however 
is not anything existing at present, nor is it possible for it to be in contact 
with any Sense-organ; hence, though Dharma is an object of Cognition, it 
is incapable of being cognised through Sense-perception. And when it is 
entirely beyond the reach of Sense-perception, the other Means of Cognition— 
Inference, Analogy and Presumption,—cannot be applicable to it ; as these 
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latter are more or less based upon Sense-perception.—‘‘As for Inference, 
Analogy and Presumption—these also presuppose and are based upon Sense- 
perception, hence, these also cannot be the Means of knowing Dharma,’— 
says Shabara (Trs., p. 8). All those other Means of Knowledge are based 
upon facts and factors cognised through Sense-perception. Hence, the 
conclusion is that Dharma cannot be known through Sense-perception, 
Inference, Analogy or Presumption. 


(E) Vepio Insunotion tHe Onty RewiaBte MEANs oF 
Kyowine Darma. 


(1) It having been decided what is not the Means of knowing Dharma, 
it becomes necessary to consider what is such Means.—(2) Of the five well- 
Imown Means of Cognition—Perception, Inference, Analogy, Presumption 
and Scriptural Word,—the first four have been rejected ; as regards the 
Jifth, it has been shown that the knowledge of Dharma can be derived from 
Word only in the form of the Vedic Injunction.—The reliability of the Vedic 
Injunction thus is what we are to consider now.—(3) The question is—Is 
the Vedic Injunction reliable as a Means of knowing Dharma ?—(4) The 
Prima Facie view is that Word cannot be a reliable Means of knowing 
Dharma because the reliability and expressiveness of the Word is dependent 
upon the knowledge of its expressive potency, which is obtainable only 
from Convention, and this Convention can be learnt only from popular 
usage ;—while Dharma is beyond the range of ordinary popular conception ; 
—hence, it is impossible to conceive of any Convention bearing upon 
“Dharma :—hence, Word cannot be the Means of knowing what Dharma 
is :—and what is true regarding Word in general is truer still in regard to the 
Veda and the Vedic Injunction (5) The Finally Established Conclusion 
is that the Expressiveness of the Word is not dependent upon Convention, 
as the relationship between the Word and what it denotes is inborn, eternal, 
without beginning or end; hence, in expressing its meaning the Word is 
self-sufficient ; it is infallible also,—in the form of the Vedic Injunction, 
in which case there is no possibility of any source of mistake. (See above, 
Section on Verbal or Scriptural Cognition). 


(F) Tae Vepic Insunotion aLways RELIABLE. 


(1) It has been proved that the Veda is the only Means of knowing 
Dharma ; it becomes necessary to show that the validity and the reliability 
of the Veda is free from all defects and deficiencies ; and to this end, it has 
been shown that the relation between the Word and its meaning is eternal, 
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not artificial or created by Conventions. For this purpose it is essential 
that the eternality of the Word also should be considered. (2) The Word, 
as the Means of Knowing Dharma, is thus the subject-matter of this Topie.— 
(3) The question is—Is the Word, in the form of Injunction, eternal or non- 
eternal ?—(4) The Prima Facie View is that Word-Sounds are found to be 
evanescent, hence, Word must be evanescent, non-eternal.—(5) The Finally 
Established View is that Letters as well as Words are Eternal, as is vouched 
for by Recognition, which is never found to be sublated ; what is regarded 
as the production of the Word, is only its manifestation. This View is insisted 
upon because unless this is accepted there can be no confidence in the Word. 
(See above—Section on Verbal Cognition.) 


(G) Tur ‘Sentence’ Is AS RELIABLE As THE ‘WorD’. 


(1) It has been established that the Word and its Relation to its 
Meaning are both eternal; the Vedic Injunction however—which has been 
declared to be the means of knowing Dkarma,—is not a Word, it is a Sentence, 
an aggregate of several words ; hence, it has to be considered if the Sentence 
is expressive in the same way as the Word,—and if the relation of the Injunc- 
tive Sentence with its meaning is also eternal. (2) The reliability of the In- 
junctive Sentence thus is the subject-matter of Inquiry.—(3) The question 
is—Is the Vedic Injunction—which is a Sentence—a reliable means of 
knowledge or not ?—(4) The Prima Facie View is that the Injunctive Sen- 
tence cannot be reliable ; because it is not independent in its expressiveness— 
being dependent upon the connection among its component factors.—(5) 
The Finally Established View is that the Sentence expresses nothing more 
than what is expressed by the component Words ; hence, the Expressiveness 
of the Sentence is as independent and self-sufficient as that of the Words ; 
so that there is no room for any doubt regarding the reliability of the Vedic 
Sentence—a right means of knowing Dharma. (See Section on Verbal Cog- 
nition.) 

(H) Vepa, nor tHE Work or A Personal AUTHOR. 


(1) It has been established that the Veda is a reliable Means of know- 
wing Dharma ; but if the Veda is the work of a personal author,—like other 
literary documents—then it is as liable to error, on account of the imperfec- 
tions of that author, as the words of common people ; so that no reliance 
could be placed upon the words of the Veda ; it becomes necessary to prove, 
therefore, that the Veda is not the work of any author, it is eternal and 
self-sufficient, and hence, there is no possibility of any unreliability in it due 
to the defects of the Author—(2) The reliability of the Veda is the subject- 
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matter here also,—(3) The question is—Is, or, is not, the Veda the work 
of an Author ?—The Prima Facie View is that portions of the Veda are 
named after certain persons,—such names are found for instance, ‘Kathaka’, 
‘Kalapaka, and so forth; from which it is clear that, like these sections, 
the entire Veda is the work of certain persons.—(5) The Finally Established 
Conclusion is as follows :—The names cited indicate, not authorship but 
mere expounding ; so that the persons indicated are those who have been 
specially expert expounders of those sections of the Veda. As a matter 
of fact, we do not know of any author of the Veda; there is no tradition 
on the point ; if there had been any author, he would have been surely known. 
Hence, the Veda cannot be regarded as the work of an author ; and being 
free from such authorship, it must be free from unreliability due to such 
authorship ;—hence, it beomes established that the Vedic J njunction is 
a reliable means of knowing Dharma. 

Thus the whole of Discourse I is taken up in the establishing of the 
two main propositions propounded in Si. 2—viz., that (1) the Veda is 
the only Means of Knowing Dharma, and (2) that the Veda is entirely 
reliable and authoritative. 


CHAPTER XX 
EXTENT AND CONTENT OF THE ‘VEDA’ 
Mantra AND BRAHMANA. 


We have seen that the Veda is the only reliable Source of knowledge 
regarding Dharma. The work known as the ‘Veda’ is an unequal work,— 
it is ‘a collection of Mantras and Brahmanas’. 


The question to be considered now is—Are all these many Vedic teats— 
‘Mantras’ as well as ‘Brihmanas’—to be regarded as a reliable source of 
knowledge regarding Dharma ? Or are we to pick and choose among them ? 
—(Shabara-Bha., Trs., p. 24.) y 


(A) Mantras. 


Before taking up the main question however we have to see what 
‘Mantras’ and ‘Brahmanas’ are. 


Of ‘Mantras’ no formal definition has been attempted by the earlier 
writers. Later writers, however, have defined it as the ‘Karana, Instrument, 
of offering’; but this definition is too wide; as the Substances offered, 
the Implements used and such other sacrificial accessories are all as much 
‘instruments of offering’ as the Mantras. It is for this reason that the more 
logical writers on Mimdamsa have contented themselves with explanining 
Mantra as a name applied to ‘those Vedic texts that are expressive of mere 
Assertion (as distinguished from Injunction)’ (Mz. Su., 2.1.32); that is— 
those texts which express mere assertion,—which only assert, and do not 
enjoin any act; nor do they serve the purpose of commending acts ;—it is 
only to such texts that learned men apply the name of ‘Mantra’.—This 
definition, however, is only illustrative ; as there are certain well-recognised 
Mantras which do not make an assertion ; ¢.g., ‘Vasantaya kapinjalandlabheta’ 
(Vaja. Sam., 24.20), which has been accepted as a Mantra. Even so, some 
sort of a general definition has been propounded here, in order to avoid 
having to point to every individual Mantra-teat. (Shabara, Trs., 202). 


This is what has led Kumarila to remark that—‘This definition has 
been provided here for the sake of its terseness, specially because it is in 
this sense that the name is used among teachers and students and other 
experienced people, and also because it is applicable to almost all Mantras’. 
—(Lantravartika, Trs., p. 570). 
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This has been still further simplified by the Shastradipika (p. 207)— 
‘What is meant is that that is a Mantra to which the name is applied by 
the learned’. 


Prabhakara has offered the following explanation (Brhati, MS., p. 
50B)—In the Veda some Sentences are Mantras and some Brahmanas ; 
those to which the learned apply the name ‘Mantra’ are Maniras ; while 
all the rest of the Veda are Brahmanas, to which they apply the name 
‘Vidh’ also ;—the Arthavadas (Declamatory Sentences) and Ndamadheyas 
(Names) are also included under the ‘Brahmanas’ ; though this name ‘Bréah- 
mana’ is applied strictly to the Vidhi or Injunctive texts only, the Declama- 
tory texts and the Names are also included under that name by reason 
of their always subserving, in some way or the other, the Injunction along 
with which they are construed. 


(B) Crassiricarion or Mantras. 


Mantras have been classified under three heads :—(1) Rk, (2) Saman 
and (3) Yajus. On these three names the Brhati (MS., p. 50B) remarks as 
follows :—‘The words Rk, Saman and Yajus are found to be used in connec- 
tion with the Vedas; hence, it becomes necessary to ascertain what part 
of the Veda is Rk, what part Yajug and what part Saman on this point 
our conclusion is that the name Rk is applied to those texts that are divided 
into ‘feet’, 1.¢., into certain well-defined parts, each part containing a definite 
number of syllables—and are called on that account by such prosodial 
names as Gayatr?, Tristubh, etc. 


The clear line of distinction between the Mantra and the Braéhmana 
is that the Mantra is that Vedic text which merely makes an assertion 
(Si., 2.1.32), while all the rest of the Veda comes under the name ‘Brahmana’ 
—says Su, 1.2.33. The Veda consisting of ‘Mantras and Brahmanas’, 
and Mantras being those texts that are merely assertive, it follows that 
all the rest of the Veda falls under the head ‘Brahmana’ ; hence, no defini- 
tion of the ‘Brahmana’ has been provided. (Shabara, Trs., p. 204). 


(C) Mantras are nor InsuNcTIVE. 


That Mantras are not ijunctive has been declared under S@., 2.1.31. 
The Established Conclusion set forth under the Siitra is that ‘the Mantra 
can be expressive of mere assertion, as it functions only during the perfor- 
mance of an act’; that is, it is only while the Sacrifice is being performed 
that the Mantra functions ; if it enjoined the act, its functioning would 
come before the commencement of the performance. (Shabara-Bhd., Trs., 
pp. 200-201). 
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Kumarila has demurred to this conclusion. According to him these 
Sétras, 2.1.31 and 30 do not bear upon Mantras at all, all that they mean to 
point out is that the functioning of the verb lies not only in Enjoining, but 
in asserting also. His argument is that it is not true to say that the verb, 
when it occurs in a Braéhmana-text, serves to enjoin an act, while the same 
verb when occurring in the Mantra-text, ceases to be injunctive. Nor is 
there any reason to regard the Mantra is subsidiary to the Brahmana, and 
not vice-versa. That is, there is no special reason whereby it could be 
ascertained that it is the Mantra which has its injunctive potency suppressed 
by reason of the act in question having been already enjoined in the Brah- 
mana-text,—and not vice-versa. Both the Mantra and the Brahmana there- 
fore should be regarded as equally injunctive ; and the Non-injunctiveness 
of Mantras cannot be regarded as well-established. Nor is there any in- 
congruity in the Mantra serving both the purposes—of enjoining acts and of 
recalling things enjoined elsewhere...(Lantravartika, Tvs., pp. 566-567). 


Kumirila (Lantravartika, Trs., pp. 568-569) has drawn the following 
distinction between the Mantra and the Brahmana:—In the case of the 
Brahmana-text, if its injunctiveness is found to be suppressed by some 
such reason as the requisite Hxjoining having been already done elsewhere, 
and such other grounds, then the verb is taken as pointing out something 
else which affords the occasion for another action; and in this case the 
mere verbal form of the text is not regarded as capable of being used at 
the performance. In the case of the Mantra, on the other hand, as soon 
as we learn its form, we at once realise that even the merely verbal form 
serves the useful purpose of recalling things; and hence we come to the 
conclusion that it is the actual words of the Mantra that are to be used at 

the performance, specially because at performances it is necessary that 
there should be such recalling of certain things, This recalling can be done 
only by such Mantra-teats as perform no other function. Consequently, 
when in a certain context, it is found that there are certain Mantra-texts 
mentioned which do not serve this purpose,—and which are taken along 
with an Injunctive-text with the vague notion that some useful purpose 
might be served by them—we conclude that these Mantras are to be used 
as serving the purpose of merely asserting things. 


Prabhakara’s view is more in keeping with the Bhasya :—From the 
very nature of the Mantras it is clear that they cannot be injunctive ; 
because as a rule, they are devoid of the Injunctive Word ; also all Mantras 
are found to be construable,—either by direct syntactical connection or 


by indirect implication—with other texts which are clearly injunctive, 
21 
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Nor are Mantras found to contain any Commendation or Condemnation ; 
hence, they cannot be regarded as Arthavada, Declamatory. With all this, 
however, Mantras cannot be regarded as entirely meaningless or baseless ; 
forming an integral part of the Veda, they must serve some useful purpose ; 
they must have some meaning, expressing something that is needful in the 
acts prescribed by the Injunctive texts. 
This question of Mantras being expressive, and not entirely meaningless 
has been dealt with by Jaimini under Sd., 1.2.31—53. (Shabara—Trs., 
pp- 74-86). It has been shown that they are not injunctive and they are 
not Commendatory or Condemnatory. It has been shown that they serve 
the only purpose of asserting things and recalling them to the Mind.— 
But before this can be admitted, it has to be seen if the Mantra-texts are 
meant to be expressive, to convey a meaning at all. Because they could 
do the asserting or the recalling only if they expressed any meaning at all. 
It is necessary to discuss this because, if the Mantra-texts of the Veda are 
not meant to be expressive, they cannot convey any information regarding 
Dharma, and this would vitiate the authority of the Veda.—The Pirvapaksa 
view is that the Mantra-terts are meant only to be repeated in their verbal 
form, they are not intended to convey any meaning; and this for the following 
reasons :—(a) Because there are separate injunctive texts laying down the 
use of the Mantras ; this would not be necessary if the Mantra itself ex- 
pressed any meaning, as in that case the use of the Mantra would be indicated 
by that meaning itself :—(b) because the exact order of the words of the 
Mantra is insisted upon ; this would not be necessary if any significance were 
attached to the meaning of the texts,—as any change in the order of the 
words would not affect the meaning ;—(c) because they speak of things 
that do not exist ;—(d) because the meaning is not always intelligible ;— 
for these reasons Mantras cannot be regarded as conveying any meaning.— 
The Final Conclusion is that being Sentences, like any ordinary: Sentence, 
the Mantra-tects should be regarded to be as expressive as any other sentence. 
In cases where the meaning is not intelligible, it is not that there is no 
meaning; it is there always, only people are ignorant of it. There are 


certain Brahmana-teats also which already point to the expressive character 


of Mantras. Shabara-Bha., Trs., pp. T4—86.) 


Being expressive,—and serving the purpose of assertung and recalling 


things in connection with the acts enjoined by the Injunctive texts, Mantras 
are clearly helpful in providing the knowledge of Dharma. Only those 


Mantra-texts which are not found to serve such purposes are to be used 


at the performances in their purely verbal form ; and even so they serve 
a distinctly useful purpose in relation to what is Dharma. 
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According to Murari Mishra, the question relating to Mantras is—Do 
they help the Act by their wterance only, or through expressing something 
useful in relation to the Act to be done ; and the Siddhdnta, he says, is as 
stated in the ‘Nibandhanq’ ; he does not specify which work he means by this 
title ; but it is clear that he means the Brhat?; as his statement of the 
Pirvapaksa is in greater accord with that than with the Tantravartika.— 


He says— ne 
THOTT AAT ATT TATE: | 

In this connection, Murari criticises the view of Chandra, an old 
writer on Purvamimdnsa. 

Mantras have been classed under three heads—(1) Rk, (2) Yajus, 
(3) Saman. These have been defined under Swtras 2,1.35 et. seg. All 
these three are found mentioned in the Taittiriya Brahmana 1.2.1.26. 

The R& has been defined (2.1.35) as that where there is division into 
‘feet’, on the basis of meaning. That is, that Mantra is called Rk where 
there is division into ‘feet’; e.g., (1) ‘Kétwn krnvannaketave—(2) pesho 
maryad apeshase—(3) samusadbhirajayathal’. (R.V. 1.6.3). That the divi- 
sion into ‘feet’ should be on the basis of the meaning is not meant to be em- 
phasised. For if it were, then the name Rk. would not be aplicable to 
those texts where the division into ‘feet’ is on the basis of metre, not of 
meaning. The exact definition of the ‘Rk’ therefore is only that it is that 
Mantra where there is division into ‘feet’. (Shabara, T'rs., p- 207.) 

The name ‘Sdman’ is applied to the music—says Si, 2.1.36. The 
particular music to which a Manira is set is called ‘Sdman’ ; it is only when 
a Mantra is set to music and so sung that it is called ‘Sdéman’. In this 
matter the teaching of the learned is our sole authority. So when the 
term ‘Sdman’ is applied to Mantras set to music, the name stands for 
the music to which the Mantra (Rk) has been set ; and the name is applied 
to the Mantra itself only indirectly through its connection with that music. 
(Shabara, Trs., p. 208.) : 

Under Si. 7,2.1.—21 ; (Shabara, Trs., pp. 1252, etc.) also we are told 
that the various Sdman-names—‘Rathantara etc.—should be taken as 
denoting music. That this is so is shown by the fact that the 
name ‘Rathantara-Sdman’ is applied also to cases where there is no basic 
verse at all (Si. 14) ; e.g., we have the text—‘He sings the Prajadpati-hrdaya 
without a verse’. In fact, these particular names are applied on the basis 
of the difference in the modulations (Si. 16)—The Final Conclusion thus 
is that the term ‘Sdman’ (and its varieties, ‘Rathantara’ (etc.) stand for the 
music (not for the words or texts)—(Shabara, T7s., p. 1265.) 


164 Pirva-Mimamsa in its Sources 


The same conclusion is more clearly reiterated under Si. 9.2.1. et seq. 
where the Bhasya (p. 1493) says—‘From all this it follows that the name 
Saman applies to Music only, not to the Mantra-text set to music’, Under 
Si. 3 (p. 1496) we are told that the Séman is only an Embellishment of the 
words that are sung, because the singing (which is Saman) cannot be a primary 
act, as it subserves the purpose of the words (Si. 6) ; z.e., the Sa@man (music) 
is clearly perceived to be something helpful to the words. 


Samans have been divided into several kinds—Rathantara, Brhat, 
Vairuipa, Vairdja, Shakvara, Raivata and so forth. They have been described 
in Mimamsabalaprakasha. This division appears to be based upon the 
different methods of singing ; e.g., the Brhat-Sdman is to be sung with force 
and very loudly, while the Rathantara is sung not loudly, nor with force 
(Mi. Si., 9.2.46). 

It would follow from this that the Sdman should not be treated as 
a kind of Mantra or Rk. 


On this point Kumarila remarks as follows (Lantravartika, Trs., 

p- 579).—The Saman, being sung and being a qualification, and the Mantra- 

* text being the qualified, the word ‘Sdman’ denotes the Sung Mantra or Mantra 

set to music in the same way as the word ‘Cow’ denotes the Class ‘Cow’ 

qualified by the Individual; in this same sense the qualifying factor—the 
music—is said to be denoted by the word ‘Saman’. 


If the Saman is only the music, and is only an Embellishment, —that 
is, brought about by the Singer,—to that extent it cannot be eternal, and 
hence cannot be regarded as Veda proper, which is independent of all sources, 
human or divine. For instance, the syllable ‘ha’ ‘haw’ and the like which 
are introduced by the Singer into the Mantra through the exigencies of 
music, are always variable, being dependent upon the Singer, who may or 
may not introduce a certain syllable or set of syllables. Says Shabara 
on Si., 9.2.29 (Zs. ,p. 1521)—Singing is an act; it gives expression to 
particular sound-notes produced by the volitional effort of man,—for the 
purposes of securing the required Music; it becomes necessary to have 
recourse to (a) Modifications of the Syllables contained in the Mantra-teat, (b) 
to Disjunction, (c) to Withdrawal, (d) to Repetition, (e) to Pause, (f) to Breaks 
and so forth, What therefore is due to the effort of man cannot be eternal. 


In the case of all Mantras, whenever they are recited in praise of 
something, they must be set to music and sung in the Séman-form ; as the 
Praise is always more pleasing when it is sung than when it is merely recited. 
This has been declared under Si. 9.2.31 (Shabara). 


La 
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The name ‘Yajus’ is applied to the rest of the Mantras—says Si. 
2,1.37 ; on this the Bhisya says :—It is not necessary to propound a definition 
of Yajus., the third kind of Mantra, because by the process of elimination, 
the nature of the Yajus would be understood from the definitions of Rk, 
and Saman ; i.e., that Mantra which is not set to Music and wherein there 
is no division into feet, is Yajus; i.e., the whole of it is one continuous 
sentence.—(Shabara, T's., p. 209.) 

There is another name met with in this connection—‘Nigada’. It 
has been given to Mantras that are in the form of address or praise, They 
may be considered to belong to a separate class, because they have been 
mentioned separately in the text—The Rk is to be recited loudly, the 
Saman is sung loudly, the Yojus is recited softly ; and the Nigada is recited 
loudly’. In other ways it is similar to Yajus,—but the injunction that 
it is to be sung loudly differentiates it from the Yajus which is sung softly.— 
The conclusion on this question is that the Nigada is to be classed as ‘Yajus’ 
because it has the same mixed and continuous form as the Yajus ; and like 
the Yajus, the Nigada also is ‘different from Rk and Saman’. As regards 
the different method of reciting it, that is due to the fact of its being 
addressed to other persons ; which serves a distinctly useful purpose. If 
the Nigada were uttered softly, like the Yajus, it could not be heard by 
other persons and hence it could not convey any idea to them. It is for 
this reason that it has to be recited in a differest manner. Thus, then 
Nigadas may be defined as those Yajus-Mantras that are pronounced loudly. 
The different name also is for the purpose of indicating this peculiarity. 
The name ‘Nigada’ cannot apply to Rk-Manitras, as there is a text which 
clearly mentions the two (Rk and Nigada) separately —‘Ay@ya vat nigadah, 
rehaiva yajant’. The very name ‘Nigada.’ indicates that it is prose (Gadya), 
while the Rk is metrical—(Shabara—Trs., pp. 210 212). ‘ 


The word ‘Prstha’ is sometimes used to signify the Rgveda. Under 
Sit. 7.3.36 (Shabara, Trs., p. 1298), it is asserted that the term stands for the 
Substance, %.e., for the word of the Rk-verses. Again on page 1299—‘The 
term ‘Prstha’ stands for the Mantras’ ;—and again, “The term ‘Prtha’ stands 
for the Mantra-teat’. 


The Bhasya (on Si. 21.323 Z's., pp. 202-203) has noted a few details 
regarding the characteristic features of the different kinds of Mantra,—(a) 
Those ending in ‘asi’ —‘Medho’si’ ;—(b) Ending in ‘ta’ ‘Ise toa’ (Vija. Sam. 
1. 1);—(c) Well-wishing ;—‘Ayurda asi, ete’. (L. S., 1.6.6.1) ; (d) Eulogistic— 
‘Agnirmurdha, ete’. (LT. S., 4.4.4.1); (@) Expressive of Number,—‘ko 
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mama, ete’. (Sh. Br., 1.5.5.12) ; (f) Incoherent talk,—‘Aksi te indra, etc.’ ; 
(9) Bewailing—‘Ambe ambike ambalike, ete’. (Vaja. S. 23. 18) ; (4) Directory, 
—‘Agnidagnin vihara (T. S., 6.3.2) ;—(i) Searching,—‘Ko’si katano’si, 
ete’. (V. S., 7.29) ;—(j) Questioning, —‘Prehchhami td, ete’. (V. S., 23, 
61) ;—(%) Descriptive,—Tyam vedih, etc’. (V. S., 23. 62) ;—(l) Elliptical 
Extension,—‘Achchhidrena pavitréna, ete’. (V. S., 4.4) ;—(m) Performance, 
—Traisvaryam, ete.’ ; (n) Capability,—7.c., power of expression. All this, 
indicated by the Vritikara is only illustrative, not ‘exhaustive. There are, 
for instance, several Mantras which have the word ‘asi? in the middle and 
not at the end; e.g., ‘Idyashchasi vandyashcha vijin’ (V. S., 29. 8); also 
some having ‘wa’ in the middle; e.g., ‘Tat wayami’. Then again amongst 
Brahmana-texts also, we find—(a) Well-wishing texts ; ‘So’ kamayata prajah 
srjeya.’—(b) Eulogistic texts also are found among the Brahmana-texts,— 
‘Vayurvat ksepistha’ dévata (7. S., 2.1.1.1) ; also Incoherent texts ‘Na chaitad 
vidmo brahmana va, ete’. (Mait, S., 1.4.11) ; also Rewailing—‘Ye mdana- 
dhuksanta, ete.’ ; Directory, —e.g., ‘Amutah somamahara’. ‘Searching— 
‘Tha vé sa tha va, ete.’ 3—Questioning—‘Veda karanavatim, etc’. Answer— 
‘Vidmo vd, ete’ ;—Elliptical Extension—‘Hrdayasyagré’ vadyati atha jihoa- 
yah, ete’. ;—Performance,—‘Traisvaryam, ete’. ; Capacity,—‘Sruvendvadyati, 
etc’. ;—Thus the description supplied by the Vrittikara is neither inclusive 
of all Mantras, nor exclusive of all Non-Mantras. 

The above classification of Mantras into Rk, Yajus and Saman igs 
the main one. There is also another classification based upon the diversity 
in the character of the significance, of accentuation and so forth. This 
classification is applicable to the Rk and Yajus Mantras. Of the Rk there 
are 273 kinds and of the latter 50. These have been described and 
exemplified by Shankara Bhatta in his Mimansd-bala-prakasha, pp. 58—70. 

Mantras have also been classified according to their metre. This 
classification pertains to the R& Mantras only. The following are the 
principal metres :— . 

(1) Gayatri—24 Syllables—9 Subdivisions. 

(2) Ushnik—28 Syllables—7 Subdivisions. 

(3) Anustubh—32 Syllables—7 Subdivisions. 

(4) Brhati—36 Syllables—9 Subdivisions. 

(5) Pankti—40 Syllables—8 Subdivisions. 

(6) Lristubh—44. Sylables—10 Subdivisions. 

(7) Jagati—48 Syllables—3 Subdivisions. 

(8) Atijagattx—b52 Syllables, 
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(9) Shakvarti—56 Syllables. 
(10) Atishakvart—60 Syllables. 
(11) Aste—64 Syllables. 

(12) Atyasti—68 Syllables. 
(13) Dhyti—72 Syllables. 

(14) Atidhrti—76 Syllables. 


Of these the Gayatri, Tristubh and Jagati are mentioned in Shatapatha- 
Brahmana, 1.2.2.6 ; 3.4.22 ; 3.4.4.8 ; and 4.1.1.8 ; and others are mentioned 
in 8.2.2.6. 


For further details about Metra, see Mimdarmsabalaprakasha, pp. 56—70. 


From the very definitions of the Rk’ and Yajus it would follow that 
there can be no metre in the Yajus Mantras. But Pingala in his Chhandah- 
Sutra has declared that there are metres in these also. That this is a later 
innovation is indicated by the fact that true ‘Vedic authority’ is not accepted 
by many old writers (Karka among others) to belong to those Yajus Mantras 
that are distinguished and characterised by metres ;—and that even those 
who accept the authority of those Mantras (e.g., Devayajmika) assert that 
there is no metre in many Yajus Mantras on account of the syllables in them 
not being fixed. Herein may be found an orthodox authority for the 
view propounded by some people that the metrical portions of the Yajurveda 
are comparatively modern. 


Among Mantras there arises one difficulty which has been anticipated 
and provided for by Jaimini (2.1.46—48). In regard to Mantras that appear 
in the metrical form—i.e., Rk—or those set to music—t.e., Saman,— there 
is not much difficulty in ascertaining how far a.certain Mantra-teat extends, 
as the termination of the text is made clear by the metre or by the music. 
But in the case of the Mantra-teats—in Prose %.e., Yajus and Nigada, it 
is sometimes difficult to ascertain how far a certain Mantra extends. 
It is in view of this difficulty that certain Principles or Laws of Interpreta- 
tion have been laid down. These are—(1) Ekavakyadhikarana—What 
constitutes ‘One Sentence’—Lhe Principle of Syntactical Unit (2.1.46)—(2) 
Vakyabhedadhikarana—What constitutes different . Sentences The 
Principle of Syntactical Split (2.1.47); and (3) the Anusangadhikaratta— 
‘How an incomplete Sentence may be completed’—Zhe Principle of Elle- 
ptical Extension. (2.1.48). We shall deal with these in some detail, as they 
play an important part in the whole science of Mwnamsa and serve a 
directly useful purpose in all textual interpretation. 
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(1) PRINCIPLE OF SynracricaL Unrr—HKAvAKyY ADHIKARANA’ 


This principle has been thus enunciated in Si, 2.1.46—So long as a 
single purpose is served by a number of words, which, on being separated, are 
found to be wanting and incapable of effecting the said purpose, they form 
one ‘Syntactical Unit—one complete Yajus-Mantra’. 

This form in which it is stated in the Sara naturally appertains to 
Mantras in the form of Yajus. Hence, the following explanation in the 
Bhasya :—One Yajus-Mantra extends to that extent up to which the 
words serve the purpose of indicating things helpful to the act of sacrifice ; 
to that extent it is one Syntactical Unit. This is what is meant by the 
words of the Satra—‘So long as a purpose is served by a number of words’, 
Therefore it comes to this that a group of words serving a single purpose, 
forms one Sentence,—but only if any one of these words, on being disjoined 
from the rest makes it wanting or defective. We have an example of this 
in the case of the Yajug Mantra—‘Devasya tva savituh, prasave, etc.’, (T'. S.;. 
1.1.4.2), The assertion in the Sirais to be explained and justified ag 
menaing the fulfilling of a single purpose. For instance, the said Mantra 
serves the single purpose of indicating the act of Nérvapa (offering), and 
hence, the words are taken as one sentence. (Shabara, Trs., pp. 213-214). 


Thus according to the Bhdgya, the Principle is meant to be applicable 
to Vedic words only, in the form of Yajus-Mantra. ‘It must be so if the 
term Arthaikatvat in the Sitra is taken—as it is by the Bhdsya—in the 
sense of serving a single purpose ; this purpose being something in connec- 
tion with the sacrificial performance. That this is so is made still clearer 
by what is said in connection with the next Principle of Vakyabheda, ‘Syn- 
tactical Split’. Prabhakara, in keeping with the Bhdsya, explains ‘Arthat- 
katvat’ as serving the purpose of indicating or reminding of what is to be done ; 
he distinctly says that—‘the term ‘Artha’ stands for Proyojana, purpose, 
as the Purpose is the most important factor and the words of the ‘Sentence’ 
must be related to that important factor’, (Brhati MS., p. 51.) 


Even before Kumarila’s time, however, it was felt that this Principle 
was capable of a much more extended application, and in the Tantravartika 
(Trs., p. 583) we find an objector urging the argument that the conditions 
stated in the Sutra are more easily recognised when applied to ordinary 
Sentences, than in those of the Vedic Mantras. Kumdérila’s work contains 
such statements as—‘It must be concluded that those words on hearing 
which we are clearly cognisant of a single idea must be regarded as one 
Sentence, and it is only this definition that is found compatible with the 
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character of every single sentence—either ordinary, or of the Mantra and 
Brahmana’ (Lantra-va., Trs., p. 586). And yet so far as the opinion of 
the Bhasya is concerned, we find Kumarila declaring—‘The Bhagya explains, 
the words of the Sutra as that collection of words which is employed as one 
whole, at a sacrifice, is one Yajus’. (Tantra-va., Trs., p. 587)—and again 
(p. 589)—‘The reply given by the Bhasya is based mainly upon the fact 
that the word ‘drtha’ is taken in the sense of Purpose (and not in that of 
Idea or Meaning). 

Thus we find Kumarila accepting the explanation of the Bhasya 
which restricts the Principle in question to Vedic texts of the Yajus class 
only,—and yet he is inclined to attach to it a wider signification. And 
we find among his followers, Partharathi Mishra favouring the restricted 
application according to the Bhasya by taking Artha in the sense of Purpose, 
while Soméshvara Bhajta takes the word in the sense of Idea and thus admits 
the wider scope of the Principle. 

The Brhati (M.S., p. 52A) says—‘The comprehension of the Mantra 
is dependent upon its prescribed use, The meaning and purpose of the 
Mantra therefore can be learnt from something apart from itself, and its 
extent can be ascertained from the metre. The present Sutra lays down 
the extent of the Mantra. The term ‘4rtha’ in the Satra stands for Meaning 
as well as Purpose ; both being inter-related ; but of the two, purpose is 
the predominant factor ; that is why it has been emphasised by the author 
of the Bhasya. 

(2) Vakyabheda—Principle of Syntactical Split—Distinct Sentences. 
Says the Sara (2.1.47)—When the sentences are equally independent of one 
another they should be treated as distinct sentences. 

On this the Bhasya (Z'rs., pp. 216-217)—In connection with such 
Mantra-teats as ‘Ayuryajiiena kalpatam’ prano yajnéna kalpatam’ (T. 8., 
1.7.2.1.), there arises the question—Are the two sentences to be taken as 
One ‘Sentence’—a single ‘Syntactical Unit’,—or as two distinct Sentences ? 
The established conclusion is that such set of words: which stands indepen- 
dently by itself and does not stand in syntactical need of another set of 
words, should be treated as a distinct sentence; so that the two sets of 
words—(1) ‘Ayuryajnena kalpatam, and ‘Prano yajiténa kalpatim’—should 
be treated as two distinct sentences. 

What is meant by this is that when a number of words are found 
to be such that when taken by themselves severally, each, independently 
of others, is equally capable of expressing one complete idea (or of serving 
one ‘purpose),—each should be regarded as a distinct Sentence, 
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This Principle applies, not only to cases where the actual words of 
the Mantra-texts are found to be so construable, but also to those cases 
where, even though the actual words of the text are not so separately 
construable by themselves, yet such construction is rendered possible and 
permissible by virtue of certain words of the related Brahmana-text bearing 
upon the use of the Mantra-tert in question. For example, we have the 
Mantra-text ‘Ise tua tirje tua, etc’. (Vajas, S. I. .); where the various 
parts of the text as they stand are not found to be construable independently 
as so many different Sentences ; but in the Brahmana-text (Shatapatha— 
1.1.66 ; 1.7.1.2; 4.3.1.1.7) bearing upon this Mantra we read—‘Isé tva iti 
shakhamchhinatt’ —With the words Isé tvd, one cuts the branch’ and so on, 
with the other parts of the Mantra-text ;—on the authority of these injunc- 
tions contained in the Brahmana-texts, it becomes necessary to add to the 
words of the Mantra-teats, the words ‘Shakham chhinadmi (‘I am cutting 
the branch’) ; and with these additional words this supplied, each of the 
several parts of the Mantra-tect becomes a complete Sentence, expressing 
a complete Idea—‘O Palasha-wood, I am cutting thee for the obtaining 
of agreeable food’. This lends support to the view that the term ‘Artha’ 
in the preceding Sétra defining ‘One Sentence’ stands for Purpose ; each 
of the completed sentences serving a distinct purpose and hence regarded 
as a distinct Sentence. In this connection, however, it may be noted that 
a single Yajug-text cannot be broken up into many distinct sentences in 
this manner without sufficient authority ; such authority as has been shown 
above, in the form of the Brahmana-text related to the Yajus-text. This 
form of ‘Distinct Sentences’ is thus permissible only in very rare cases; 
in fact, not until it is shown that no other construction is possible,—either 
in view of the peculiar structure of the text itself, or in virtue of some direct 
injunction necessitating such split ; and the reason for this lies in the fact 
that in a case where the nature of the sentence is such that it admits of 
being taken as one Sentence,—if we have recourse to splitting up the sen- 
tence into several distinct Sentences we incur the responsibility of abandon- 
ing the natural Syntactical Construction without any authority ; and further, 
when the Sentence, taken as a single Mantra, would lead to a single resul- 
tant transcendental result, we—by forcing the split—make it necessary 
to assume a number of such results proceeding from each of the distinct 
Mantras into which the original sentence may be split up. And in cases 
where we have no direct injunction necessitating and justifying the said 
splitting —and where the splitting necessitates the addition of new words, 
—these words, being supplied by ourselves, without the authority of a 
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Vedic Injunction, cannot be regarded as ‘Vedic’, and hence, the Mantra 
containing these non-Vedic words would no longer remain ‘Mantra’ in 
the strict sense of the term. 

To the foregoing Principle, we have a corrolary to the effect that— 
Where different parts of a Mantra-teat are found, by their implication, to be 
meant for serving distinct purposes, each such part should be regarded as a 
distinct Sentence. For instance, in the Mantra-text ‘Syonanté sadanari 
krnomi......tasmin sida (Taitti. Br. 3.7.5.2., and Mdnava-Shrauta-Siitra 
1.2.6,19)—we find that the first part, by what it expresses, is intended to 
be employed in the act of ‘preparing the Seat’ for the Cake,—while the last 
part, in the same manner, is intended to be employed in the act of actually 
depositing the Cake on that prepared Seat ; on this account the Mantra-text 
is taken as containing two distinct Sentences. This has been called ‘the 
Principle of Distinct-Sentences due to diversity in use’. (Brhatt MS. p. 79b). 


III. Prrvorere oF Exviiprican Exrension—Anvusa GA. 


This has been thus set forth in Si. 2.1.48—EUiptical Extension should 
complete the Sentence ; as it ts equally applicable to all. That is, in certain 
Yajus-text, it is found that there are several sentences that stand in need 
of a certain Word or Phrase or Clause, while the whole of the original text 
contains only one such Word or Phrase or Clause ; in such cases it would 
appear,—and it has been held as the Prima Facie view—that the Word or 
Phrase or Clause is to be construed and used along with only that one of 
the several sentences which happens to be nearest to it, and the Lacunae 
in the other sentences are to be filled up by means of words of common 
parlance introduced by ourselves. It is the possibility of such construction 
that this Principle precludes. By this Principle, the Word, Phrase or 
Clause in question is to be used along with every one of the Sentences,— 
provided that every one of these is of the same type and form ; and the 
reason for this is that the intervention of a similar sentence does not become 
an obstacle to Syntactical Connection. As an example, we have the text— 
(A) ‘Yate agné’ yahshayda.tanirvargistha gahvaréstha ugram vacho apava- 
dhittvesarn vacho apavadhit svaha’—(B) ‘Ya té agné rajashaya—(C) ‘Ya te 
agne hardshaya’—Hence, by the principle just stated the Clause ‘tanth... 
svuaha@ has to be construed with each of the three sentences (A), (B) and 
(C) and its connection does not cease with (A); in this way the text in 
question is taken as three distinct sentences. 

In this text, the common clause to be connected with each of the three 
sentences forms the principle clause in each sentence ; but the principle is 
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equally applicable to cases where each of the sentences is complete in itself ; 
but there are certain words that form a subordinate factor and which need 
a principle sentence with a verb with which it could be connected,—and the 
text contains more than one such sentence. For instance, in the text— 
(A) Chitpatistua punatu—(B) Vakpatistea punatu—(C) Divastva savita 
pundtu achchidrena pavitréna vasoh stiryasya rashmibhil’ ('T. S., 1.2.1.2), 
the subordinate clause—‘achchidrena...... rashmibhih’—has to be taken with 
each of the three sentences—(A), (B) and (C)—ending with the verb ‘pundtw’. 
(Br. MS., pp. 51b-52 ; Tantravartika Trs., 599 et. seq.). 


Under Si. 2.1.49 we have an exception to the above. Says the 
Stitra—There should be no Elliptical Extension where there is intervention 
of unconnected words’.—This, says the Tantravartika (Trs., p. 607), supplies 
a counter-instance to the functioning of mere Proximity in the matter 
of Elliptical Extension. For instance, there is the text—‘(A) Samm te vayu- 
reatena gachchhatam—(B) Sam yajatrairangani—(C) Sam yajta-patirashis@? 
(MLS. 1.2.15) ; here the singular verb ‘gachchhatdm’ as occurring in sentence 
(A), cannot be construed with sentence (C), because the connection between 
these two has been interrupted by the sentence (B), which cannot be con- 
strued with the verb “Gachchhataim, of the preceding sentence, as the plural 
noun ‘angdani’ (in B) would need the verb in the plural form—which would 
be ‘Gachchhantam, ; thus then, the connection between (A) and (C) is cut 
off by the intervening noun in the Plural Number ; and until there is con- 
nection between (A) and (B) there can be no connection between (A) and 
(0). For this want of connection thus there is a special reason in the shape 
of the said intervention ; and so long as this special reason is there, it is 
not possible for the complementary word ‘gachchhatém’ to betake itself to 
the third sentence (C). For these reasons, the intervening sentence (B)— 
which needs a verb in the Plural Number—as also the third sentence (C) 
whose connection with the verb in the first sentence (A) is interrupted by 
the intervening sentence (B)—have to be completed by the adding of words 
of common parlance.—(Shabara—T'rs., p. 221). 


On all this, Kumdrila has the following remarks--In cases where 
there is Hlliptical Hatension, the Sentence thus completed forms a regular 
Mantra or Yajus ; and hence any mistakes in the uttering of this would 
involve an Expiatory Rite; whereas if the Sentence is completed,—not 
by Elliptical Extension, but by the addition of words of common parlance,— 
it does not become a regular Mantra and hence any mistakes in pronuncia- 
tion are not serious and do not involve an Expiatory Rite. (Tantra. Va., 
Trs., p. 608). 
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(B) BrAHMANA-TEXT 

The Mantra and Brahmana constitute the Veda ; of these, the Mantra 
has been defined and described ; hence it follows that all the rest of the Veda ts 
Brahmana (says Si., 2.1.33), That is, those Vedic texts which are not 
found to possess the distinctive features of the Mantra are to be accepted 
as ‘Brahmana’., (Shabara—Trs., p. 204.) 

Kumarila remarks (Tantravartika, Trs., p. 572)—There would have 
been no use in haying this Sidra, if it were known to all men that the Veda 
consists of only Brahmana and Mantra. As a matter of fact, however, 
there are many people who are ignorant of this fact ; and since such people 
may entertain the notion that they may be a third class of Vedic texts, it is 
necessary to state clearly that in the Veda, all that is not Mantra is Brah- 
mana. 

No clear-cut definition of the Bréhmana-text has been provided, and 
all we have been told under Sii., 1.2.33 is that ‘those parts of the Veda 
which do not possess the character indicated as distinguishing Mantras 
are Brahmana’—(Shabara, Trs., 204). Shabara continues—For the benefit 
of students, however, the Vyttikdra has supplied the following details 
regarding the characteristic features of the Brahmana:—(1) Abounding 
in the particle ‘iti’ ; (2) Containing the phrase ‘So they say’ ; (3) Anecdotal ; 
(4) Ratiocinative ; (5) Explanatory ; (6) Deprecatory ; (7) Commendatory ; 
(8) Doubtful ; (9) Injunctive ; (10) Descriptive of something done by another ; 
(11) Historical ; (12) Transpository. In connection with this, there is the 
following declaration :— 

‘There are ten kinds of Brahmana-text—Ratiocinative, Explanatory, 
Deprecatory, Commendatory, Doubtful, Directly Injunctive, Descriptive 
of what is done by others, Historical, Transpositional and Analogical’, 
(Shabara, Trs., p. 204). rH 

Shabara, however, proceeds to point out that as in the case of the 
Mantra, all this is purely illustrative, not exhaustive ; as some of these 
characteristics are found in Mantras also. For instance, we have the 

Mantra abounding in ‘iti’ in Rgveda 10.119.1)—Iti va iti vé manah., ete’. ; 
—one containing the phrase ‘So they say’, we have in R.V., 7.41.2—‘Bhagam 
bhaksityaha’ ;—the anecdotal Mantra we have in R. V., 1.116.3—‘Tugro ha 
bhujyum, etc’. ;—the Ratiocinative Mantra in R. V., 1.2.4—Indavo vamu- 
shanti hi, etc’, ; the Explanatory Mantra in T. S., 5.6.1.3—‘Tasmadaponu- 
sthina, etc’. ;—the Deprecatory Mantra in R. V., 8.6.283—‘Moghamannam 
vindaté, etc’ ;—the Commendatory Mantra in T.S., 4.4.4.—‘Agnirmurdha, 
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etc’. ;—the Doubtful Mantra in R. V., 10.129.5—‘Adhah svidasidupari svidasit, 
etc.’ ;—the Directly Injunctive Mantra in R. V., 10.117 15—‘Prniyadinna- 
dhamanaya, etc’ ;—Mantra Descriptive of something done by others—in R. Vis 
8.21.18 —‘Sahasramayuta dadat, etc.’ ; the Historical Mantra in R. V., 10. 
19.16—'Yajntena yajfiamayajanta déwah, etc. 

We have seen that those Vedic texts that are not Mantras have all 
been classed as ‘Brahmana-teats’ ; and this has been regarded as synonymous 
with Injunctive texts ; the idea being that all these are either Injunctions of 
acts or assert something in regard to those Injunctions. (See below.) 

These Brahmana or Injunctive texts have been classed under five 

heads—(1) The Karmotpattivakya, the text injunctive of an action—e.g., 
‘One should perform the Agnihotra’ ;—(2) the Gunavakya, the text laying 
down the necessary accessory details connected with the enjoined act ; e.9., 
‘One should offer the libation of Curds’ ;—(3) the Phalavakya, the text 
mentioning the result following from the performance of the prescribed 
act; ¢.g., “Desiring Heaven, one should perform the Agnihotra’ ;—(4) The 
Phalaya-guna-vakya, the text which lays down a particular accessary detail 
as conducive to a specified result ; ¢.g.,—‘Desiring efficient Sense-organs, 
one should offer the libation of Curds’ ;—(5) the Saguna-karmotpatti vakya, 
the text injunctive of an act along with its accessary detail ; e.g., ‘One should 
perform the sacrifice with Soma’. 

Another classification of the Brahmana-texts or Injunctions is under 
the following three heads :—(1) The Apdrva-vidhi, Originative Injunction, 
which lays down an act which could not be done unless so enjoined, e.g., 
‘One should sprinkle consecrated water on the grains’ ;—(2) the Niyama- 
vidhi or Restrictive Injunction, which lays down the doing of a certain act 
for a certain result, in preference to other acts leading to the same result ; 
e.g., ‘The corn should be threshed,’ this threshing being the one method 
selected out of a number of the methods of removing the chaff from the 
grains ;—(3) the Parisankhyd-vidhi, the Preclusive or Specificatory Injunction, 
which precludes some from among a number of possible alternatives ; C.4es 
the preclusion of the Mantra ‘Imamagrbhnan, etc.’ from being used in the 
holding of the reins of other animals, except those of the Horse.—In the 
Niyama-vidhi, Restrictive Injunction (2), that alternative which a specially 
enjoined is already known as to be done, but only as one of the possible 
courses of action open to-us, and the Injunction serves to restrict the choice 
to the one course enjoined ;—in the Apérvavidhi, Originative Injunction, 
onthe other hand, what is enjoined is entirely unknown as something to 
be done. This is what is meant by the saying—‘Vidhiratyanta-maprapte 
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niyamak paksikée sat’. In the Parisankhya-vidhi, Preclusive Injunction, 
all that is enjoined is already known as to be done, along with other acts, 
but not necessarily as possible alternatives; they may be known as all 
simultaneously possible, there is nothing that is unknown, all are known ; 
and out of all these a few are chosen and specifically enjoined, as to be done, 
the others being precluded. 


There are several divisions and cross divisions of Injunctions set forth 
in the Mimammsé-balaprakasha (pp. 12—41). 


The Injuctive process has been discussed in course of the treatment 
of Apitrva (in Discourse II, Pada i, opening Adhikarana). 


We have seen that the sole means of knowing Dharma our Duty, 
what we should do, consists in the Injunctive Vedic texts. The Injunctive 
text is, however, always a Sentence composed of several words ;—the question 
arises as to which particular word in the Sentence it is that denotes the 
act to be done, and in what way this denoting is done. This question has 
been raised for the purpose of determining the difference between acts 
enjoined by different texts. In this connection the whole process of In- 
junction has been dealt with in great detail. 


We shall take a typical injunctive-text, ‘Svargakamo yajeta’ (‘Desiring 
Heaven, one should perform sacrifice’) ; there are two etrms, ‘Svarga- 
kamah’ (‘Desiring Heaven’) and ‘Yajéta’ (‘Should perform sacrifice’) ; the 
former mentions the result that is desired by the Agent, and the latter lays 
down the act bringing about that result. This second term ‘Yajéta’ is 
composed of two parts—(1) the verbal root ‘Yay’ (which denotes sacrifice) 
and the Injunctive Conjugational Ending ‘lv’, connoting Injunction. Hence 
the word that directly denotes what should be done is this Injunctive term 
‘Yajéta’ (‘should perform sacrifice’). 


In the connotation of this word ‘Yajéeta’ also, there are two factors— 
(1) The act of Sacrificing and (2) the accomplishment or bringing about, 
of that act, ‘All verbs signify the bringing about of a certain act’ says the 
Tantra-Va. (Trs., p. 474.) Of these two—the Act and the Bringing About, 
—the Act is signified by he verbal root (‘Ya’), and its bringing about is 
signified by the injunctive affix (‘Lin’); this bringing about is what has 
been given the technical name of ‘Bhavana’. Thus it is this Bhavana 
or Bringing into being—or Bringing about—that is signified by the Injunc- 
tive Lin. ‘Bhavana’ is signified by the Verbal affix’—says the Tantravartika 
(Trs., p. 486). 
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This Bhavana or Bringing About, Accomplishment, which constitutes 
the Effort or Activity of the Agent—is of two kinds—(a) Arthi (Actual, 
External, Material) and (b) Shabdi (Verbal). Both of these contain three 
factors—(1) What is to be brought about or accomplished, (2) by what instru- 
mentality it is to be brought about, and (3) the manner in which it is to 
be brought about. 


In the case of the Arthi or Actual Bhavand,—(1) What is to be brought 
about is the Final Result—Heaven, in the case of Sacrifices ; (2) the instru- 
mentality by which the result is to be brought about consists of the Act (of 
Sacrifice) ; and (3) the manner or process of the bringing about lies in the 
entire procedure of the actual performance of the Act of Sacrifice. 


In the case of the Shabdt Bhavana, on the other hand, (1) what is 
brought about or accomplished is the Prompting of the Agent to activity, (2) 
this prompting is brought about by the instrumentality of the Injunctive, 
and (3) the process or manner of the prompting lies in the idea of the Ex- 
cellence of the activity, derived from the Commendatory and other texts. 


This Bhavana, which consists in the Effort or Activity of the Agent 
towards the fulfilment of the desired result, is expressed by the offix in 
the verb ; this much of the connotation is common to the denotation of all 
verbal roots ; for instance, in the verb ‘pachati’ (‘cooks’), the idea expressed 
is ‘he does the cooking’ ; of these two factors of this act of cooking—‘does’ 
and (2) ‘cooking’,—the cooking as denoted by the verbal root is an 
accomplished entity ; while the factor of ‘does’ is of the nature of something 
to be accomplished,—as is indicated by the affix. Thus then, what is ex- 
pressed by the phrase ‘does the cooking’ is that ‘one is doing the act that 
is conducive to the final result in the shape of the coming into existence of the 
Cooked Rice’ ; and this doing of the act is what has been called ‘Bhavana’, 
Bringing into Existence, Accomplishing. 

Similarly, in the case of the Vedic text “Svargakamo yajéta’ (‘Desiring 
Heaven, one should sacrifice’), what the injunctive affix denotes is that 
‘one should bring into existence the final result in the shape of Heaven’ ; 
and this is what is meant by Bhdvand@’. This Bhavand—in its Arthi, actual 
or material form,—is made up of the three factors as explained above— 
(1) what is brought into existence,—(2) by what it is brought into existence,— 
and (3) in what manner it is brought into existence. 


This Artht or Actual Bhavana itself, consisting in the Effort or Activity 


of the Agent, is something that is brought about by the Shabdi or Verbal 
Bhavana. In this (1) what is to be brought into existence is the prompting 
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of the Agent to the Effort or Activity,—(2) the means by which it is brought 
about is the Injunctive and (3) the process by which it is brought about 
consists of the commendation expressed by the Arthavdda-texts—as already 
explained above. 

[For further details re Bhavand, the reader should refer to Tantra- 
Va., Trs., pp. 475 et. seq. A logical and philosophical discussion on the 
exact nature and signification of the Injunction is contained in the Vidhi- 
viveka-N yayakanika and in the Bhavandviveka.] 


(C) ArrHavADA—DeEcLAMatory TExTs 
In the Brahamana-section of the Veda there are many texts that do 
not contain any Injunction ; they are purely descriptive or declamatory. 
We have seen that it is the Injunctive text of the Veda that supplies us 
with the Knowledge of Dharma, of what should be done. The question that 
arises now is—what bearing have these other Declamatory texts upon the 
knowledge of Dharma? Have they any bearing upon it at all ? 


The Prima Facie View is that not being Injunctive, they can have 
no bearing upon the knowledge of Dharma; because these texts merely 
speak of things as they exist, not of what has to be brought about. ‘Thus 
even though these texts form part of the Veda, they do not serve any use- 
ful purpose regarding the knowledge of Dharma. 

The Finally Established View is as follows :—It is true that the texts 
in question do not lay down anything to be done ; but in almost every case 
it is found that the text is related, in some way, to another text which is 
directly injunctive, laying down something to be done. Under the cireum- 
stances, if the two texts are correlated and construed together, it is found 
that the Declamatory text serves the purpose of eulogising and commending 
what is laid down in the Injunctive text; and in this way it serves the 
useful purpose of tempting and prompting the active agent to the perfor- 
mance of the act laid down in the Injunctive text. For instance, there 
is the Injunctive text—‘One should sacrifice the White Goat to Vayw’,— and 
related to this is the Declamatory text—‘Vayu is the eftest Deity ; and 
this latter text, by eulogising Vayu, serves to commend the act of sacrificing 
to that Deity—which act has been enjoined in the Injunctive text. Thus 
serving the purpose of bringing about the activity leading to the enjoined 
performance, the declamatory text helps in the performance of Dharma. 
(Si. 1.2.1—18). 

Nor does this correlation of the two texts vitiate the self-sufficient 


authority of the Injunctive Text; because so far as the providing of the 
23 
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knowledge of the particular Dharma—the act of sacrificing—is concerned, 
the Injunctive text stands self-sufficient ; it is only the prompting of the 
Agent that is done by the other text. 


The first classification of these Arthavada or Declamatory Texts is 
into—(1) Descriptive by direct intention,—e.g., ‘Fire is the antidote for 
cold’,—(2) Descriptive by indirect implication, e.g., ‘During the day, the 
Smoke alone of the Fire is perceived ; not its light’,—(3) Descriptive of an 
Accomplished Fact or Past Event, e.g., ‘Prajapati cut out his own omentum’. 


There is another classification by which there are 38 kinds of Decla- 
matory Texts. These have been described and exemplified in the Mima- 
msabdlaprakasha (pp. 448—58). The following are a few of the more 
important kinds that have been enumerated by Shabara (Under Si. 2.1.33, 
Trs., p. 204), as having been described by the Vritikdra :—(1) Abounding 
in the Particle ‘iti’, (2) Containing the phrase ‘So they say’, (3) Anecdotal, 
(4) Stating a Reason, e.g., ‘One should make the offering with the winnowing 
basket, because by that is Food prepared’ ,—(5) Explanatory—e.g., Therein 
lies the curdishness of the curd’,—(6) Commendatory—‘Vayu is the eftest 
Deity’,—(7) Condemnatory,—e.g., ‘His Fires are impure’,—(8) Expressing 
Doubt,—‘The Libation should be poured in the Ganhapatya, or the libation 
should not be poured’ ;—(9) Injunctive, e.g., “The Post made of Udumbara 
should be of the size of the Sacrificer’,—(10) Describing what is done by 
others—e.g., ‘He cooks masa-grains only on my account’, (11) Historical, 
e.g., ‘The ancient people came in with flaming firebrands’ ; (12) Transposi- 
tional, e.g., ‘One should perform as many sacrifices as the Horses he receives,’ 
(where ‘receives’ is meant to be transposed by ‘gives’). 


The difference between (10) Parakriti (What is done by others) and 
(11) ‘Purakalpa’ (Historical) has been pointed out by the author of the 
Vartika as that the former is descriptive of what has been done in the 
past by a single person, while the latter describes what has been done in 
the past by two or more persons.—(Mimamsabalaprakasha, p. 51). 

In regard to Prabhakara’s view regarding the Arthavada-text, there 
seems to be some confusion in the minds of students, created by what 
Gadadhara Bhattacharya has said in his Shaktivada, to the effect that accord- 
ing to Prabhakara, the Arthavada-teats cannot be regarded as a trustworthy 
means of knowledge because they are inewpressive ; as in accordance with 
the Anvitabhidhana theory of Verbal Expression only that sentence is 
really expressive which lays down something to be done ; and hence under 
this theory, it is only the Injunctive Sentence that can be really expressive 
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and hence capable of providing knowledge of Dharma, Though this may 
be true regarding the Arthavada text taken by itself, it cannot be accepted 
as the view of Prabhakara regarding Arthavada-text, as forming part of 
the Veda ; because on referring to the Brhati, we find that the above view 
is only the Prima Facie View on the question of the reliability and authority 
of Arthavada-texts ; and this Prima Facie View is demolished in the Finally 
Established View, under which the Arthavada-text also is decided to be as 
Vedic and authoritative as the Injunctive text. The Prima Facie View 
on this question as put forward by the Bhatia is simply that these texts 
are untrustworthy, while as put forward by the Prabhakara it is that they 
are tnexpressive (and hence untrustworthy) ; and this is the form that has 
been adopted by the opponent in view of Prabhakara’s Views regarding 
Verbal Expression referred to above. The Finally Established Conclusion 
adopted by Prabhdkara, however, is that the Arthavdda-tert is as much 
‘Veda’ as the Injunctive teat, as like the latter the former also expresses 
the performability of certain acts, through the commendation that it direc- 
tly expresses. (Brhatt—MS., p. 30.) Though it may be true that, strictly 
according to Prabhdakara’s view, the Arthavada-text cannot be expressive, 
yet this can be urged only against such Arthavada-tezts as are absolutely 
incapable of being construed and co-ordinated with an Injunctive text. Most 
of the Arthavada-texts, however, are actually found capable of being so 
construed and co-ordinated. And thus helping, through commendation, 
the initial prompting done by the Injunctive text, it serves a useful purpose 
in pointing out the performability of the Action enjoined, and hence it is 
perfectly entitled to the title of ‘Veda’, says the Brhatt (MS., pp. 29-30). 
‘Vidhyuddeshadéva hayavagatih...Yato hi kartavyataivagamyaté sa Védah... 
Asmichcha karyatavagamyate’. 

On this question of the authority of Arthavadas—Declamatory Texts— 
Murari Mishra states the Siddhanta, Final Conclusion, as follows, in his 
Tripadi-Nitinayana :—‘What is to be done needs, for its own expression, 
the commendation (contained in the Declamatory Text) , as aiding the 
Injunctive Word; and it is not the commendation as expressed by the 
Declamatory Text that is indicative of the act as to be done. (P. 23, MS). 


The trustworthy and useful character of Arthavada-teats in general 
has been established. The Sutra (1.2.19—25) takes up the considera- 
tion of those Arthavada-tects whose exact character—whether they are 
Injunctive or Declamatory—is not easily determinable. Says the Brhati 
(MS., p. 30) ‘The trustworthy and useful character of the Declamatory texts 
having been established, the question arises as to how to regard those few 
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texts which are found to be capable of being taken as independently In- 
junctive and also as merely Declamatory, related to, and subserving, other 
clearly ¢njunctive texts’. 


For example, there is the text—‘Audumbaro yipo bhavati...airgudum- 
barah tirk pashavah tjo’ varudhyai’—(A) ‘The Post is made of Udumbara 
Wood...the Udumbara is strong ;—(B) One obtains strong cattle by using 
that wood’. Here there are two sentences—(A) stating that the Post is to 
be made of the Udwmbara wood, and (B) stating that one obtains strong 
cattle by using the said wood. Now it is agreed on all sides that the first 
sentence is directly injunctive ; but in regard to the second sentence (B), 
the question arises—Is the second sentence also injunctive—enjoining 
that ‘One should acquire cattle by using Udumbara wood’? Oris it merely 
Declamatory, meant to be construed and co-ordinated with the preceding 
sentence (A),—the meaning expressed by the two sentences being ‘One 
should make the Post of Udumbara wood,—it being so powerful as to 
be conducive to the acquiring of powerful cattle’? This doubt regarding 
the second text is due to the fact that it has the appearance of an Injunctive 
text, and yet there is no Injunctive word in it. The Prima Facie View 
(under the Prabhakara interpretation) is that the exact signification of the 
text being doubtful, it fails to be a reliable guide and thereby the reliability 
of the entire Veda becomes vitiated. The Established Conclusion is that 
' the exact significance of the text is not doubtful; the Sentence in question 
is purely Declamatory, a pure Arthavada. It is admitted on all hands 
that so long as we can construe and co-ordinate the sentences occurring 
together as constituting a single complete sentence containing a single 
Injunction, it is not right to find in them several Injunctions ; as the unne- 
cessary multiplication of Injunctions is always to be avoided. Again in 
the case of the two sentences in question, even if we regard them as con- 
taining two Injunctions, the second sentence would enjoin on action that 
would follow only from the action enjoined by the first sentence, For 
instance, the second sentence would enjoin the ‘obtaining of Cattle’ by 
‘making the Post of Udumbara wood’ ;—and it is just this making that 
is enjoined by the first sentence. In this manner also the two sentences 
are shown to be related, as pointing virtually to the same action—‘the 
making of the Post with Udwmbara wood’. This is thus explained in the 
Brhati— 

aergaramastt sare: fraarertia weratarfe: : (MS., p. 30b) 


Explaining this passage, the Rjuvwmala says (MS., p. 332)— 
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aaaratate: daa fafa serie | cats: 

fSSTISFITTAAT «= TTT ATES: | 

i cererad aaaratarirerrat 1 
That is to say—‘if the whole text is taken as pointing to a single act, then 
sufficient reason should be found for such interpretation ; and this reason 
lies in the fact that one of the acts mentioned (the making of the Post) 
must be regarded as something accomplished, and the other (i.e., the obtain- 
ing of Cattle) as something to be accomplished by what has been accom- 
plished before ; it is only thus that the two sentences in the text could be 
construed as laying down a single act’. 

The Bhdita presentation of this topic is somewhat different. Under 
the Prima Facie View the second sentence is taken as an Injunction, laying 
down the Fruit (Result) of the Action enjoined in the first sentence ;— 
and the Hstablished Conclusion is that it does not actually enjoin the Fruit, 
it is merely Declamatory, serving the purpose of Commending the ‘action 
enjoined in the first sentence. 

The general Principle derived from the above is that even those 
Arthavada-teats which resemble an Injunction only serve the purpose of 
commending the act already enjomed by another Injunctive text sey 
do not enjoin a different act. (Vede Su., 1.2.19-25). 

There is another typical Arthavada-tect which has been dealt with 
in Sdira. 1.2.26-30 ;—that kind of text is dealt with here which appears 
to be putting forward a reason for an act that has been enjoined in another 
sentence. For instance, there is the text—‘Shtirpena juhotitena hi annam 
kriyaté, which contains two sentances—(1) ‘One should offer the libation 
with the Winnowing Basket,—(2) [Because] Food is prepared by its means. 
The first sentence enjoins the act of making the offering with the Winnowing 
Basket. In regard to the second sentences: there arises the question—Is 
it to be taken as providing a reason for what has been enjoined in the first 
sentence ? Or is it meant only as a commendatory declaration, commend- 
ing the use of the Winnowing Basketr The Prima Facie View is that the 
particle ‘hz’ (‘Because’) contained in the second sentence clearly shows 
that it is the Statement of a reason in support of what has been enjoined 
in the first sentence. The Established Conclusion is that—the Vedic Injunc- 
tion does not stand in need of any support ; hence, the said Statement of 
Reason would be entirely fubride. The second Sentence therefore is to be 
taken only as commending what-has been enjoined in the first sentence. 

The general principle derived from this that whichever Vedic texts 
are found to be laying down Reasons, the Sentence wherein the reason 
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is stated should be taken as purely Commendatory, not as justifying the 
previous Injunction, nor as a separate Injunction. 

It may be noted here that this Principle has been misunderstood 
by their Lordships of the Privy Council at the instance of a lawyer who 
himself seems to have been misled. The question before the Courts was— 
Can an only son of his parents be adopted ?—There are texts distinctly 
forbidding it ; one cf them unfortunately is accompanied by the Statement 
of a Reason. The first sentence of the text forbids the giving or taking in 
adoption of an only son; and the second sentence asserts ‘because he is 
for the perpetuation of the family’ ; and it was held that as the prohibition 
had been accompanied and suggested by the statement of a Reason it could 
not be mandatory, it must be taken as purely commendatory. Accordingly, 
it was decided that an only son may be adopted. We have seen, however, 
that what has to be regarded as Commendatory and not mandatory— 
is the sentence Stating the Reason, not the previous Injunction or Prohi- 
bition. So that it does not touch the mandatory character of the prohibi- 
tion of the adoption of an only son. It may be noted that there are 
other texts also—e.g., one from Shaunaka that prohibits such adoption, 
—without the statement of a reason. The decision of the Privy Council 
thus is not supported by any Principle of Mimamsa at all, as has been 

alleged in law-books. 


Some people have explained Stitras 1.2.31-53—which we have ex- 
plained above, under the section dealing with Mantras, as establishing the 
fact of Mantras being expressive and serving the purpose of indicating 
certain details in regard to the enjoined acts,—as treating of cases where 
there is conflict between what is indicated by the Mantra-text and what is 
declared from the Declamatory-texts. The question being as to what should 
be done in such cases, the Prima Facie View is that such a conflict nullifies 
both the texts and hence such texts cannot be regarded as authoritative 
or reliable. The Established Conclusion is that, while what is indicated 
by the words of the Mantra-text is got at through the Indicative Power of 
the Words of the Vedic text itself,—and as Indicative Power is more authori- 
tative than Syntactical Connection,—what we learn from the Words of the 
Mantra-text should have preference over what is learnt from the Declamatory 
text. 


(D) NAmapHeys—Prorer Names 


The four parts of the ‘Veda’ bearing upon the subject of Dharma 
have been described as—Injunctive Texts, Declamatory Texts, Mantra-Teats 
and Names. The functioning of the first three has been set forth above. 
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Sutras 1.4.1-30 have dealt with the fourth part, which has been called 
‘Namadhzya’ or ‘Name’, in view of the fact that it deals with those texts 
whose exact signification depends upon the signification of the individual 
words in the text, and most of these words are found, after due investigation, 
to be Proper Names of Sacrifices and other things. In almost-all these 
cases, the Prima Facie View, according to Prabhakara would be that the 
exact signification of the word in question being doubtful, the Vedic text 
containing that word cannot be reliable ; and the Established Conclusion is 
that the exact signification of the word is not doubtful, the word is a Proper 
Name ; hence there is nothing doubtful, about the meaning of the text, 


Shabara has taken as a typical text of this class, the sentence ‘Udbhida 
yajeta’ (Tandya Br. 19.7.2); (‘One should sacrifice with the Udbhid’). In 
regard to this, the question is—what is the exact signification of the term 
‘Udbhid’ ? Apparently it should be a material or some accessory with 
which the enjoined Sacrifice is to be performed ; and yet there is another 
possible interpretation whereby the term Udbhid being the name of a par- 
ticular Sacrifice, the text lays down that particular Sacrifice which is named 
‘Udbhid’. The Prima Facte View is that—‘‘the word should be taken as 
laying down the material to be used at the sacrifice, as it is only thus that 
the text would be serving a useful purpose in connection with the Sacrifice 
that has been enjoined by the injunctive word in the Sentance, ‘Yajéta’, 
On the other hand, if it were taken as the name of a Sacrifice the text would 
not be serving any useful purpose ; as the Sacrificing has been already enjoin- 
ed elsewhere ; and the mere adding of its name would be futile”. According 
to Prabhakara, under the presentation of the Prima Facie View it is pointed 
out that in being taken as laying down a material substance, it could stand 
only as that by which something is pierced (Udbhidyaté anéna) ; and as sacri- 
icing with such a digging instrument would be absurd, the whole text becomes 
absurd and thus the authority of the Veda becomes vitiated. The Hstab- 
lished Conclusion is as follows :—The word should be taken as the Name 
of a Sacrifice. It cannot be taken as laymg down the material, because 
no such material substance as Udbhid is known among people,—in the way 
that other words like ‘dadhi’, ‘dugdha’ are. By being taken as laying down 
a material, therefore, it would entail the absurdity pointed out by the 
Prima Facie View. On the other hand, if the word is taken as the Name 
of the Sacrifice, the clear meaning of the text comes to be that ‘one should 
perform that particular sacrifice which is called Udbhid’,—The text, says 
Shabara (T'rs. p. 128), does not enjoin the name ; what we mean is that the 
word Udbhid serves as a reference by name to the particular Sacriice, and 
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this reference is based upon the Etymological Signification of the term 
‘Udbhid’—by which the term connotes that by which the desired result (caitle, 
in this case) is brought about. (Si. 1.4.1-2). 


Under Sii. 1.4.1-2, above we have dealt with the case of such words 
_as have no generally-accepted connotation, and whose connotation has 
to be deduced from their Etymology. The next section (Si 1.4.3) takes 
up the case of such words as have well-recognised connotations. ‘The term 
taken up as typifying such terms is ‘chitrayd’ as oceurring in the text ‘Chitrayd 
yaa pashukamah’ (T. 8. 2.4.6.1). In this case, term ‘Chitra’ is well-known 
as connoting a female animal of variegated colour; and accordingly the 
text may be easily taken as meaning that ‘One should perform the sacrifice 
with a female animal of variegated colour’. The objection against this 
interpretation is that under this interpretation the single word ‘chitrayii, 
would be laying down two qualifications of the animal—feminity and varie- 
gated colour—and this would involve a Syntactical Split ; hence the Hsiab- 
lished Conclusion should be that, in the manner shown in the preceding 
case, the term ‘Chitra’ should be taken as the name of a Sacrifice ; and the 
text therefore should be taken to mean that ‘One should perform that 
Sacrifice which is named Chitra’. (Su. 1.4.3). 


Sti 1.4.2. has dealt with words which had to be taken as the Names 
of Sacrifices, because it was found that if they were taken otherwise, as 
mentioning sacrificial accessories, they could do so, only indirectly through 
indication ; ¢.g., the term ‘Udbhida@ had to be taken as ‘Udbhidvata., t.c., 
‘that which involves the use of the material Udbhid’. 


Si. 4 takes up the case of those words which are capable of being 
taken as mentioning sacrificial accessories without recourse to indirect 
signification of any kind. The word ‘Agnihotra’ itself is such a word, This 
word is found in such texts as ‘Agnihotram juhuyat svargakamak’. Here 
the term ‘Agnihotra’ has to be taken as a Bahuvrihi compound as ‘agnayé 
hotram yasmin’, ‘that in which the libation is offered to ‘Agni’ ; and from 
this it is clear that the word speaks of Agni as the Deity of the offering 
enjoined by the text. Hence the Prima Facie View is that by means of 
this word ‘Agnihotra’, the text lays down the Deity of the offering.—This 
view cannot be accepted, as the Deity of the offering in question has already 
been indicated by another text,—in the shape of the Mantra ‘Agnirjotih 
etc’. ; so that the indicating of the same Deity by the text in question would 
be futile. Hence the Establishd Conclusion is that the term ‘Agnihotra’ 
is only the Name of the offering in question. 
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Under Sii. 1.4.3. we have dealt with a word which was found capable, 
in its own natural connotation, to be expressive of a sacrificial material ; 
but this was found unacceptable on account of the ‘Syntactical Split? that 
it involved. Si. 1..45. takes up a word which is capable of connoting a 
sacrificial accessory without involving any ‘Syntactical Split’. Such a word 
is ‘Shyéna’ contained in the text ‘Shyénéna abhicharan yajeta’, The word 
‘Shyéna’ directly denotes he bird ‘Kite’ ; hence the Prima Facie View is that 
this text lays down the Kite as the material substance to be offered ; the . 
sacrificial offering thus consisting of the Kite-bird, in place of the Soma, 
which is the usual substance offered at the Agnistoma-Sacrifice,—when this 
Sacrifice is performed with a view to encompass the death of a certain 
person ; hence the text is to be taken as laying down a particular substance— 
the Bird, Kite—to be offered at the wellknown Agnistoma—Sacrifice, A 
text following close upon the text in question is found to eulogise the sacri- 
fice herein laid down by likening it to the Kite ; from which the Established 
Conclusion is deduced that the Kite is not meant to be the material offered 3 
and the word has to be taken only as the Name of the Sacrifice,—this name 
being based upon the said Eulogy which likens the Sacrifice to the Shyena 
(Kite), 

Counter-instances where certain terms cannot be taken as names 
have been dealt with under Si. 1.4.9. et. seq. The word ‘agnéya’ may. 
be taken as typical, in this connection; it occurs in the text—‘Agnéyo’ 
siakapalo bhavati’. The question is—Does this word ‘agneyak’ lay down 
Agni as the Deity of the offering? Or is it the name of the offering 2 
The Prime Facie View is that, in accordance with the reasons adduced in 
Connection with the word ‘Agnihotra’ above, the term ‘Agneya also should 
be taken as a name of the offering.—The Established Conclusion is that 
in this case there is no other text which could be taken as laying down 
the Deity for the offering enjoined in the text ; hence if this word ‘Agneya’ 
were taken as the name of the offering, and not in its ordinary connota- 
tion, whereby it speaks of Agni as the Deity to whom the Eight-pan Cake 
is to be offered,—then there would be nothing to tell us who the Deity is 
to whom this offering is to be made ; and this would make the Vedic text 
futile, 


The treatment of the subject of Names also concludes with the deduc- 
tion of two general Principles for determining doubtful cases.—(1) The 
first of these Principles is presented under Si. 1.4.29; where it is 
pointed out that in doubtful cases, the question is settled with the help of 


subsequent Commendatory teats. For example, we have the text—‘Ahah 
24 
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sharkara wpadadhat?’ (‘One should put in wetted pebbles’) ; but it is nowhere 
laid down. with what partcular liquid the pebbles are to be wetted ; and it 
would seem as if it were left to the whim of the performer which particular 
liquid he is to use. But later on, we find the passage—‘Clarified Butter is 
longevity itself; and this praise bestowed upon Clarified Butter leads us 
to conclude that it is with Clarified Butter that the pebbles are to be wetted. 
—Similarly, there is a text laying down the ‘wearing of clothes’, but it is 
not said whether it is cotton or silk that should be worn; a subsequent 
passage, however, is found praising silk as ‘the clothing of the Deities’ ; 
and we conclude that silk-clothes should be worn. 


(2) The second general Principle is that the Indefinite is rendered 
Definite by the capacity of things. For instance, the substances generally 
offered at sacrifices consist of Clarified Butter, Meat and Cake ; and for the 
slicing of these substances, three implements have been enjoined—(1) 
Ladle, (2) Knife and (3) Hand. The uncertainty or indefiniteness arises 
as to whether or not there is any restriction as to the particular implement 
to be used for the Slicing of the particular substance. The prima Facie 
View is that there should be no restriction, as we find no texts that would 
justify such restriction, The Established Conclusion, however, is that the 
indefiniteness or uncertainty in this case is removed by the natural capacity 
of the things concerned ; so that the Ladle is to be used for ‘Slicing’ in the 
case of the Liquid Substances, like Clarified Butter,—the Knife is to be 
used in the’ case of solid substances, like Meat,—and the Hand is to be 
used in the case of the Cake and such things as are capable of being sliced 
with the Hand. 


CHAPTER XXI 


SMRTI AND CUSTOM AND OTHER SOURCES OF 
THE KNOWLEDGE OF DHARMA 


(A) InrropucToRY 


It has been shown so far that Veda in all its parts—Injunctive, Decla- 
matory, Mantras and Names—is the reliable source of knowledge relating 
to Dharma, and like the orthodox Mimamsaka Jaimini has declared under 
Si. 1.1.2. that the Veda is the sole authority in matters relating to Dharma, 
Duty—what we should do and not do ;—and yet in actual practice he found _ 
that by the time that he systematised the Vedic Exigetics, the Veda had 
become so remotely ancient that it was not found sufficient for the pur- 
pose of obtaining the proper knolwdge of the whole Duty of man, and the 
knowledge derived from the Veda had to be supplemented by that derived 
from certain other sources, notably such sources as the works known under 
the comprehensive name of ‘Smrti’, and also the Usage or Custom of respec- 
table people. It was in view of this fact that Manu and other writers 
on works rélating to the Duty of Man laid down, at the very outset of their 
works, that the Source of Knowledge of such Duty consists (in the order 
of precedence) in the Veda, the Smrti, the Usage of good people, and even 
Self-Satisfaction (Conscience). It was in view of this same fact that Jatmint 
found it necessary to devote a special Section of his Sutras (Pada iii of 
Adhydya I) to the consideration of the authority and reliability of these 
other supplementary sources of knowledge. 


The propriety of this consideration may be explained in several 
ways :—We can form no idea: of the knowledge of the Veda itself until 
we have understood it in all its bearings; and it is only with the help of 
Smrti and Custom that it can be understood ; it is necessary therefore that 
the exact nature of these latter should be investigated. Again, finding 
that Smrti and Custom also provide us with the lmowledge of the Duty 
of Man, this fact might be regarded as vitiating the main thesis of the Mima- 
msaka that the Veda is the Sole authority ori the subject ; in order to guard 
against this, and to ascertain how far Smytt and Custom may be allowed 
to affect the authority of the Veda itself, from which alone they derive this 
authority. Lastly, the subject-matter of Mimamsa having been declared 
to be ‘Investigation’ of the nature of Duty’,—of which the foremost and 
entirely reliable source of knowledge has been declared to consist of the 
Veda in all its parts,—it is only right and proper that the nature of the 


188 Purva-Mimamsé in its Sources 


other likely sources of knowledge should be considered.—Says Prabhakara— 
‘The Smrti also has been accepted by people learned in the Veda as authori- 
tative and trustworthy ; hence it is necessary to investigate its character’. 
(Brhati, MS., p. 31). 

In this connection, Jaimini’s conclusion is that wherever it docs not 
contradict the Veda, the Smrti is to be regarded as authoritative ; but in 
order to be consistent with his main thesis that the Veda is the Sole authority, 
he adds that the Smrti is to be regarded as authoritative only in so far 
as it is based upon, and derives its authority from, the Veda. For instance, 
in considering this matter, Shabara and Kumdrila have cited the Smrti- 
text laying down the peformance of the Astaka,—a Rite that has not been 
enjoined in any Vedic text, and in as much as the Smrtis are the work of 
human authors and are dependent upon their intelligence and memory,— 
which cannot be infallible,—the authority of the Smytis cannot be inborn 
and Self-Sufficient, like that of the Veda ; and yet, on the other hand, the 
Smrtis are found to be accepted as authoritative by an unbroken line of 
Vedic scholars from time immemorial; hence it is felt that they cannot 
be entirely untrustworthy. (Lantra-Vartika Trs., p. 105).—The Prima 
Facie View on this question is that “In as much as Dharma is based upon 
the Veda, what is not-Veda should be disregarded”. (Sa. 1.3.1). The 
Established View however is that the ‘Smrti is trustworthy, as there could 
be inference of its basis in the Veda, from the fact of the agents being 
the same’—(Si. 1.3.2.). That is to say, in the case of the Smrti 
(which represents what has been remembered by the writer) of men of the 
three higher castes, who are Vedic Scholars, there must be actual connec- 
tion, and basis, for the said Remembrance, in actual Vedic texts. The 
‘previous Cognition’ therefore, which is necessary for the validating of 

Remembrance, is thus traceable to the knowledge derived by the writer 
from the Veda ; and it being possible that such Vedic text has been forgotten, 
—the inference of such a text becomes justifiable. (Shabara, Trs., p. 89). 


(B) Exampte—AS$TAKA-OFFERING 


The instance that is cited in illustration of the above is that of the 
Smpti-text which lays down the performance of the Astaka. The Prima 
Facie Veiw regarding this text is, that the performance not being enjoined 
in the Veda, the Smrti-text prescribing it should be rejected as having no 
authority. But the Established Conclustion is that, it is justifiable to infer 
the existence of the Vedic Text as the source of the Injunction contained 
in the Smrti ; and thus being based. upon the Veda, this latter should be 
regarded as a trustworthy. source of knowledge’. 
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Prabhakara’s presentation of this topic is more consistent. According 
to him, the question of the authority of Smrti (or Custom) does not concern 
the Mimamsaka ; the subject-matter of the present Discourse is the Means 
of Knowing Dharma ; and it has been established that the Veda is the only 
reliable Source and Means of this knowledge ; hence the whole of this Dis- 
course should devote itself entirely to the question of the authority of the 
Veda only. In accordance with this view, the text chosen as dealing with 
the Astaka and the present enquiry is the purely Vedic Mantra-text— Yanja- 
nah pratinandanti, etc., etc’—and not any non-Vedic Smrti-tect, like the 
one cited above. This Mantra-tezt is found to speak of the Divinity of the 
Night, and thus becomes connected with the Astaka-Rite which has been 
laid down in the Smrti, in which the Divinity of the Night figures as the 
Deity. Now in regard to this Mantra-text relating to the Astaka. the Prima 
Facie View is as follows :—“The Smrti-Declaration that the Astaka should 
be performed is found to accomplish its purpose of enjoining the Rite, 
only through the help of the said Vedic Mantra-text ;—this Vedic text 
also as indicating the Divinity of the Night, must have had in view the same 
Astakd-Rite in which the Divinity of the Night figures as the Deity, and which 
has been enjoined only in the work of a human author ;—thus the Vedic 
text is found to be dependent upon the work of a human author,—and 
this shakes the inborn and self-sufficient authority of the Vedic-text, and 
thereby the authority of the entire Veda becomes vitiated”.—The Established 
Conclusion however is as follows :—When we have found that the person 
who wrote that the Asfaka should be performed must have found a basis 
for the rule in the Veda itself,—then the Injunction of the Astaka must be 
regarded as emanating from the Veda itself;—so that the Mantra-text 
‘Yaitjandh, etc’, also is indicative of the Divinity that figures in an act 
enjoined originally in the Veda itself ;—thus the Mantra-tert is not depen- 
dent upon the Smpti-rule; it is based upon the Vedic-text upon which 
primarily the Smrti-rule is inferred to rest.. (Rjuvimala). 


The entire Mantra-text mentioned here as indicative of the Divinity 

of the Night is 

at wat: sfrreatea Ufa Safearacir 

AAT AT Tea AT AT eT TASH | 
Here As(aka is spoken of as the Divinity of the Night, and eulogised as the 
‘Consort of the Year’ ;—herein we have a Vedic text speaknig of Astaka 
as an object of adoration,—this is what has been taken to be indicative 
of the desirability of performing the Astaka-Rites. 
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‘ (C) Connoration or THE Term ‘SmRrv’ 

In later classical literature, the term ‘Smrtz’ is found to include all 
Smrtis proper,—such as those of Manu, Yajiiavalkya, Vashistha, Gautama 
and others, as well as the Itihasas, Purdnas and the Siutras—Shrauta, Grhya 
and Dharma. In the present context however the term has been taken 
by Kumarila and his followers to include only those Smrtis that are appli- 
cable throughout Arydavarta and to all men resident therein ; and under this 
category, Kumarila places the Ithasas, the Purdnas and the Smrti of Manu 
only, (Lantravartika, Trs., p. 244). The other Smrtis,—such as those of 
Atri, Gautama, Vashistha and others,—he relegates to another category 
and deals with them.separately under Si. 15-16 Et. Seq. The following 
relevant remarks of Kumarila are instructive and interesting :—‘Barring 
the Puranas, the Smrti of Manu, and the Itihasas, all other Smrtis ;—such 
as those of Gautama, Vashistha Shankha-Likhita, Harita, Apastamba, Bau- 
dhayana and others, as also the works on Grhya,—are each studied exclusively 
by only certain sections of Brahmanas, and each of these has its sphere 
restricted to a single Veda. For instance, the Sutras of Gautama and of 
Gobhila are accepted by the Chhandogya (Samavedin) Brahmana only ; those 
of Vashistha, by the Rgvedin only ; those of Shankha-Likhita by the Vajasa- 
meyin (Yajurvedin) only ;—and those of Apastamba and Baudhdyana by 

the Krsna-Yajurvedin only. It is a matter therefore for consideration 
whether the authority of these is universal or restricted!’ (Tantra. Va. 
Trs., pp. 244-245). (See below under Si.. 1.3.15-23). 


The Bhasya or the Brhati does not state definitely what works are 
meant to be included under the name ‘“Smrti’. 


With regard to Itihésas and Puranas, Kumarila takes a liberal view. 
In all these works, direct Injunctions are found embodied in a mass of 
matter of a purely descriptive character ; these latter are relegated to the 
category of ‘Arthavada’, being descriptive of acts done by good and bad 
men of ancient and modern times. These are regarded as Arthavada, 
purely declamatory, because, if the stories found therein were really true, 
then, with reference to these at least, the injunction to recite would be 
useless, as no useful purpose could be served by the reciting of mere descrip- 
tions or stories ; hence these have to be taken as implying the praise or dis- 
praise of acts, and they néed not therefore be taken as absolutely correct 
in regard to facts. In justification of this method of instruction adopted 
in Itihasas and Puranas, Kumarila makes the following remarks (Tantra. 
Va. Trs., p. 26) :—‘Guided as they were by the study of the Veda, Valmiki, 
Vyasa and others composed their works on the same lines as the Veda; 
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that is the reason why we find in the works of these writers many apparently 
useless stories and descripions,—as in the Veda and. as those for whose 
benefit these works were intended were persons of varying degrees of intelli- 
gence, and of diverse tastes, it was only proper for them to introduce every 
kind of matter in their works, so that they might be of use to all men. Hence 
it is that in certain parts we find pure injunctions, while, in others, the In- 
junctions are interspersed with Arthavadas,—the sole motive for this diverse 
procedure lying in the making of the works attractive and useful to all men’. 


As regards the authority attaching to these works, it has been held 
that some of the Injunctions contained in them are such as are based directly 
on the Veda, while some are based upon considerations of pleasure and 
pain as experienced in the world ;—among the Arthavada or Declamatory 
passages also, some are those same that are found in the Veda, some are. 
based on ordinary experience, and some are purely imaginary, like ordinary. 
poetry ; but all these have an authority due to the fact that they eulogise 
enjoined acts and deprecate forbidden ones. As regards those passages 
that are not capable of being thus taken along with. Vedic Injunctions or 
Prohibitions—some are such as give pleasure in the mere reading ; to this 
class belong such descriptions as those of the Gandhamadana and other 
sites ;—while others, descriptions of wars and battles serve the purpose of 
encouraging the brave as well as the coward, and thereby serve distinctly 
useful purposes for the kings of men. In those cases however where none 
of these explanations is possible,—e.g., in the Hymns addressed to Deities, 
—We assume an unseen trancendental result. Then again, the Purdnic 
description of parts of the earth serves the purpose of distinguishing places 
fit for the due performance of religious and other acts. The history of families 
and races of men serves to differentiate the people of different castes and is 
based upon the memory of men and also on direct perception. The details 
as to measures of time and space are intended:to regulate the ordinary pra- 
ctices of men ; so also the. sciences of Astronomy: and Astrology,—all these 
are based upon direct perception and mathematical calculation. The 
description. of the future state of things serves to point out the character 
of the: various periods of evolving time, and also the results of righteous 
and unrighteous conduct. These are based directly upon the Veda’. (Tan- 
tra. Va. Trs., p. 119). , 

So far we have dealt with: Itihasas and Puranas. Now as regards: 
the Smrtis proper,—that is, those that constitute the “Dharmashastra’, five 
hypotheses are possible :—(1) That the:author of these Smrtis were totally 
mistaken in what they said. ! This view however has been rejected on the! 
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ground that it is not compatible with the fact that all these works are exce- 
Ilent compilations containing useful teachings; and also on the ground 
that this assumption would necessitate further assumptions as to the stupidity 
of the people who have accepted these teachings. (2) The second possible 
hypothesis is that the assertions are based upon the personal obervations 
of the authors. This view also has been rejected, as it assumes, in the first 
place, the said ‘observation’, and, in the second place, the possession of 
those powers of observation by means of which they could make correct 
observations regarding Dharma which has been shown to be beyond the 
reach of the ordinary Means of Knowledge. (3) The third hypothesis is 
that the authors learnt what they have written from other persons,—their 
authority thus being based upon Tradition. This also has not been accepted, 
because in matters relating to Dharma, no trust can be reposed upon mere 
Tradition, which, in this case cannot be trustworthy. (4) The fourth hypo- 
thesis is that the Authors have intentionally put forward wrong teachings 
for the purpose of leading people astray. This hypothesis has been reje- 
cted bacause it involves a number of baseless assumptions, such, for instance, 
as a motive sufficiently strong: to lead the writers to adopt this deceptive 
course, and also that people have allowed themselves to fall into the trap 
laid for them and so forth (5) All the above four hypotheses having been 
found to be unacceptable, the orthodox Mimémsaka has put forward the 
view that the teachings contained in the Smrtis are all based upon Vedic 
texts. This hypothesis necessitates only one assumption,—that of the 
existence, and the subsequent disappearance from our view, of such Vedic 
texts as are not found in the Veda-texts that are available at the present 
day. As a matter of fact, for most of the Injunctions contained in the Smrtis, 
corroborative Vedic-texts are easily found ; but there are some for whom we 
seek in vain for corroboration in the Vedic texts available to us; and with 
regard to these latter, it has been held that the Vedic texts corroborative 
of these also were well-known to the compilers of the Smytis, and have since 
become lost. along with numerous Vedic Rescensional ‘Texts no longer cur- 
rent.—Instead of compiling these Vedic Injunctions themselves, the Smrti- 
writers had recourse ‘to another method, because the order in which the 
Vedic Injunctions in question were found in the Veda was found, in the 
later degenerate times, to'confuse the ordinary man; and so the writers 
set about arranging and classifying the various Duties and setting them 
forth in language more intelligible to the ordinary Householder,—(Tantra- 
vartika Trs.,. pp., 112—114.) 
As in the case of the Itihisa and: Purana, so in that of the Smrti also 
those portions:that bear directly upon the Duties have their source in the 
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Veda ; while those bearing upon Pleasure, Pain, etc., are based upon ordinary 
experience ; and as for the stories that are met with here and there, they 
serve the purpose of the Arvthava@da—commending the Good and condem- 
ning the Evil act.—(Zbid.) 

The Prabhikara view of the trustworthy character of Smrtis does not 
differ materially from the above except in regard to such Smrti-tevts as are 
neither injunctive nor prohibitive of action. On this point, says the Praka- 
ranapatichika—The Smyti-texts for which direct corroboration is not avai- 
lable are inferred as having such corroboration,—such Inference being based 
upon the long line of tradition represented by the Smrti-writers, each of 
whom drew his information from predecessors, and so on and on from time 
immemorial, to eternity. This eternal corroboration of Smytis is proved 
in the same manner as the Eternality of the relationship between Words 
and their Denotations. (Pp. 100-101). Those Smrti-texts however which 
do not enjoin or prohibit any action need not be regarded as authoritative 
on matters relating to Dharma. To this category belong the texts that 
speak, for instance, of the souls being born in vegetable bodies and so forth. 
In all these cases, the texts may be regarded as having meanings other than 
those directly expressed by them. (P. 150.) 


(D) VEDANaas 


As regards the Veddangas, i.e.., the Six Ausiliary Sciences, Kumarila 
makes the following observations, in the Tantravartika (Trs., pp. 199—122) :— 


Among the Auxiliary Sciences, there are certain portions that treat 
of things useful in sacrificial performances, while other parts are useful 
only in the securing of some perceptible worldly purpose ; and these have 
their basis in ordinary experience. (1) In the Shiksa@, Phonetics, we find an 
account of the organs of Pronunciation, Accents and allied matters. These 
have their use in the correct recitation of Vedic hymns ; and such declara- 
tions as ‘the Mantras recited with the wrong accent or wrongly pronounced 
injure the reciter’ are based upon the Veda itself. (2) The Kalpa-Sutra, 
Ritualistic Science, contains explanations of the real import of the Injun- 
ctions deducible from the rules scattered about in the Veda; and these 
have their source in these same Vedic texts. The rules of conduct laid 
down in the Sttras for the guidance of the Priests are based upon considera- 
tions of general convenience. (3) Vyakarana, Grammar, provides the 
knowledge of the correct and incorrect forms of words, and this serves a 
perceptible purpose, and has its basis in direct perception itself. (4) The 
cease of the Nirukta, Philological Exigetics, is similar to that of Vyakarana 

25 
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and it serves the purpose of regulating the sense in which a word 

may be correctly used. (5) As regards Chhandah, Prosody, the correct 
differentiation of the meters of Mantras serves a useful purpose in connection 

with the Veda and also with ordinary experience. (6) Lastly the Science of 

Jyautis, Astronomy, provides the knowledge of dates and Asterisms, based 

upon mathematical calculations. These serve useful purposes in fixing 

the time for sacrificial performances, Astrology also, which is another 

phase of the same Science, is based upon the Veda itself, dealing as it does, 

with things ‘unseen’ and also the future. The Science of Architecture stands 
on the same footing as that of Jyautis. The Science of Mimamsa is based 
partly on the Veda, partly on ordinary experience, and partly on Perception, 
Inference and other means of Knowledge; and like the other main Auxi- 
liary Sciences, this also has been worked upon by a long continuous line of 
Teachers. The Science of Reasoning has its use in saving men from un- 
tighteous paths. Based upon the Veda, in its three parts, Injuction, Upant- 
sads and Arthavada,—it points out the trend of the ordinary misconceptions 
from which unrighteous conduct proceeds,—not dogmatically, but in a 
manner calculated to bring conviction home to the sceptic ; it begins with 
setting forth reasons available in support of conflicting views on a particular 
issue,—and then, after duly weighing the arguments for and against each 
view leads on to the correct final conclusion. If such standard typical 
reasoning were not available in collected form, ordinary men would find 
themselves at the mercy of any and every clever man that might come up 
to guide him; and there would be no standard by which to judge of the 
absurdness or otherwise of the various views and the reasons propounded 
in support of them. 


As regards the philosophical hypothesis relating to the Origin of the 
world and such other matters, these have their source in ideas arising out of 
certain Mantra and Arthavada-texts, and these Hypotheses serve to point 
out the general truth that the Gross has its source in the Subtle. And the 
use of all this lies in the due comprehending of the relation of Cause and 
Effect, without which the connection between the Act and its Results could 
not be grasped. The doctrines of Idealism, of Perpetual Flux, etc., etc. 
have all been propounded for the sole purpose of disuading people from 
cultivating an undue attachment to the things of the world. 


Thus all the Smytis and the Aumiliary Sciences are authoritative ; they 
derive their authority directly from the Veda. In the case of all these, 
we find two kinds of results depicted—those to appear in the very remote 
future, and those to appear immediately in the gpgonent; and the texts 
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pertaining to the former kind are based upon the Veda, while those relating 
to the latter kind have their basis in ordinary experience. 


(E) Cases or ConFLICT BETWEEN ‘VEDA’ AND ‘SMRIT 


The autority of Smyti in general has been established ; the next ques- 
tion that arises is in regard to the comparative authority of the Smrti and 
the Shruti (i.e., the Vedic text); or, as the question has been put in the 
Siitra~-Bhasya,—How are we to regard those Smyti-tects which are found to 
be inconsistent with Vedic texts ? 


On this question also, as on every question bearing upon this part 
of the Stitra, Prabhakara (Brhati MS., p. 32) turns the Prima Facie View 
on to the authority of the Veda itself; he states it as follows :—‘Where 
there is contradiction between a well-known Vedic-tert and a Smrti-text, and 
through this latter, between the former Vedic-text and the Vedic-text presum- 
ed as the basis of the Smrti-text, the two must nullify one another ; and when 
such is found to be the case with some Vedic-text, the Universal authority 
of the entire Veda becomes shaken.”—The Established Conclusion is as 
follows :—In as much as the Smyti text is not self-sufficient in its authority, 
needing as it does, corroboration by the Vedic text, presumed for certain 
reasons, whenever a Smrti-text is found to be inconsistent with a Vedic text 
which is well-known and has not got to be presumed, there can be no justi- 
fication for presuming a Vedic text contrary to the one already well-known ; 
which presumption would lead to the nullification of both the Vedic texts. 
Hence when it comes to a choice between the well-known Vedic text on the 
one hand and the Smrti-text not corroborated by any presumed Vedic text, 
on the other hand, there can be no hesitation in rejecting the latter in fa- 
vour of the former. The two opposite courses of action laid down in the 
two conflicting texts cannot be regarded as optional alternatives ; as such 
option is permissible only in cases where the two texts are possessed of equal 
authority. This condition is not fulfilled in the case in question, as the 
authority of the Vedic text is direct and self-sufficient, while that of the 
Smrte is indirect and dependent upon corroboration by a presumed Vedic 
text. Hence the conclusion is that no authority can attach to a Smrti 
which is in conflict with the Veda. (Sutra 1.3.3.) 

Sutra 1.3.4. has been interpreted by the Bhasya in two ways :—By 
the first interpretation, it is made to supply a further argument in support 
of the conclusion arrived at in the preceding Sutra: this further argument 
being that Smrti-texts conflicting with Vedie-terts can have no authority 
as they are often found to have their source in the ignorance or greed of 
the officiating priests. 


196 Parva-Mimamsa in its Sources 


Under the second interpretation, the Swtra (1.3.4.) is taken as a Topic 
by itself—dealing with such Smt texts as are not in conflict with any Vedic 
texts, but are found apparently to be due to the ignorance or greed of the 
priests. For instance, there is a Smrti-tect laying down that the cloth with 
which the Sacrificial Post has been covered is to be given away to the Adh- 
varyw Priest. The conclusion regarding such Smrti-texts is that they have 
no authority at all. The Brhati (MS., p. 32B) adds that what is denied 
here is, not the authority of all that may be found to have its source in the 
world of visible effects, but only the authority of those Smrti-terts that 
claim to pertain to the world of invisible effects, and are yet found to have 
their source in visible facts, That is to say, the above-mentioned Smrti- 
teat laying down the giving away of the cloth to the Priest has nothing 
inherently untrustworthy in itself, so far as the mere act of giving is con- 
cerned, as bringing warmth to the recipient ; but if the said giving be re- 
garded as bringing about an invisible result in the shape of Merit for the 
giver, then its authority becomes vitiated by the fact that it has its source 
in the greed of the Priests, 


The above interpretation of the last two Topics, by which many 
Smgti-texts become deprived of their authority and reliability,—has not 
been accepted by Kumarila ; with his orthodox instincts, he is not pre- 
pared to reject the authority of any Smrti-tect. In the Tantravartika 
(Trs., pp. 154163), he has shown that there is no real conflict involved 
in the instance cited in the Bhdsya ; and so long as there is no such con- 
flict, there is every justification for presuming the existence of Vedic texts 
in corroboration of the Smrti-texts concerned ; and thus the two courses 
of action, one laid down in the Vedic text already available, and the other 
laid down in the Smrti-tezt as corroborated by the presumed Vedic text 
—can be reasonabley regarded as optional alternatives. In accordance 
with this idea, Si. 3 should be interpreted to mean that—‘in a case where 
we find the Vedic text laying down one course of action, and the Smrti-teat 
another,—there being an apparent conflict between the two texts, it is 
desirable that im practice we should adopt the course laid down in the 
Vedic text’. This does not imply the rejection of the Smrti-text ; it lays 
down a preference for what is enjoined in the Vedic-text ; and that too on 
the ground of this latter being independent of extraneous support and 
corroboration. 

There is yet another interpretation of this Topic, suggested by Ku- 
marila (Tantra. Va. Trs., p. 165):—The Smytis spoken of in the Bhasya 
as to be disregarded are not the orthodox Smytis compiled by Manu and 


Chapter XXI: Smrti ete. 197 


others, but those so-called ‘Smrtis’ that have been compiled by the later 
Secessionists from the orthodox fold. It is interesting to note what Smrtis 
have been placed by Kumarila under this latter category. (1) First of 
all, comes the compilation of certain texts bearing upon Dharma and 
Adharma, made by ‘Shakya’, and by the propounders of the “Sankhya,’ the 
‘Yoga’, the ‘Paficharatra’, the ‘Pashupata and the like,—all of which have 
a certain amount of support of the Veda ; they derive strength from certain 
visible results unconnected with the Veda, and from arguments seemingly 


based upon Perception, Inference, Analogy and Presumption. Secondly, 
there are those compilations that lay down certain instructions with re- 
gard to the securing of livelihood, and treat also of certain incantations 
and recipes for the amelioration of diseases and other ills, the usefulness 
whereof is relied upon on the basis of success in a few stray cases. (3) 
Lastly, there are certain compilations known as ‘Smyti’ which lay down 
some of the most repugnant practices. 


According to Murari Mishra, the Smyti, contrary to Shruti, is to be 
rejected ; he is in agreement with Prabhakara, not with Kumarila—(MS., 
p- 51.) 


Sitras 1.3.5-7 according to Shabora’s interpretation, embody an 
independent Topic, dealing with some other instances of conflict between 
Veda and Smrti. Up to Sii.4, we had the treatment of such Smrti-text 
as lay down acts to be done for the purpose of obtaining desired relusts. 
Si. 5—7 deal with those Smyti-texts which lay down such small acts as are 
performed, not for the purpose of accomplishing desired results, but only 
on certain occasions during the sacrificial performances. To this cateogory 
belong the Smrti-texts laying down such acts as the wearing of the Yajfio- 
pavita during sacrificial performances, using the right hand at performances, 
the Rinsing of the mouth on certain occasions during the performances, and 
so forth. The question that arises regarding these is—are the texts lay- 
ing down these acts to be regarded as being in conflict with the Veda ? 
The Prima Facie View is as follows :—‘‘They do conflict with what is laid 
down in the Veda; and hence cannot be regarded as authoritative. For 
instance, when one rinses the mouth in course of a sacrificial performance, 
‘in obedience to the injunction contained in the Smrti, he interrupts the 
sacrificial performance by introducing an act which does not form part 
of the performance as prescribed in the Veda.”—The Established View 
is that the Rinsing of the Mouth is a positive act, while the order of sequence 
among the sacrificial details is only a qualifying factor of the act ; and when 
there is a conflict between an Act and a qualifying factor, it is only right 
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that the latter should make room for the former. Hence there is no real 
conflict in this case ; hence the Smrti-tert need not be rejected. 

On these Siitras 5—7, Kumarila holds an entirely different opinion. 
Aoccording to him, none of the Smrti rules cited in the Bhéasya in this conne- 
ction—that relating to the rinsing of the mouth, etc.,—is in conflict. with 
any Vedic text. (Tantra-Va. Trs., p. 178.) 


He argues thus :—It is not quite correct to cite the wearing of the 
Sacred Thread (Yajfiopavita) as an act in conflict with the Vedic act. Be- 
cause it has been already declared in the Veda in connection with the 
Darsha-Piirnamasa Sacrifices that the wearing of the Sacred Thread is 
a sign of godliness, and as such it has been laid down as a necessary accom- 
paniment of the said sacrifice. The wearing of the Sacred Thread has also 
been laid down as a general rule in the Katha-Recension of the Yajur-Veda, 
where it has been prescribed, not with reference to any particular sacri- 
ficial performance, but as a necessary accompaniment of all sacrificial per- 
formances, and also of Vedic Study. Similarly, with regard to the act 
of Rinsing the mouth, this act has been laid down in connection with the 
daily Vedic Study ; and it is implied that it is to be done in connection with 
all utterances of Vedic texts ; from which it clearly follows that it is a ne- 
cessary accompaniment of the sacrificial performance itself. 


From all this Kumdrila concludes that these three Siitras (5—7) 
do not embody a distinct Topic. He therefore proposes another interpre- 
tation of these three Swtras. According to this interpretation, Sitras 
5 and 6 do not introduce a new Topic, they continue the consideration of 
the preceding Topic, bringing forward certain arguments for and against 
the Established Conclusion: and Sidra 7 embodies a distinct Topic by 


- itself. According to this interpretation, the sense of Sdtras 5 and 6 is as 


follows :—If the opponent argues that “a rule emanating even from a 
heretic should be accepted as authoritative when it is found that it is not 
contrary to the Veda,—such rules, for instance, as one should tell the truth, 
be charitable and so forth,” (Si. 5),—then we deny this, because the extent 
and number of authoritative scriptures is limited—(Si. 6) ;—the established 
conclusion therefore is that Dharma can bring about its results only when 
it is understood with the help of those scriptures which are recognised as 
having their basis in the Veda. As for Sutras 7, it stands by itself, em- 
bodying the Tpoic of the Authoritative Character of Practices of Good Men ; 
the sense of the Conclusion as embodied in the Sitra being that ‘those 
acts which cannot be ascribed to any worldly motive, and which are yet 
done by Good Men, must be recognised as Dharma’ ;—this would be the 
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Established View in answer the Prima Facie View that—‘Many practices 
are found to be repugnant to the Veda, hence no authority should attach 
to Practice.” The meaning of the Established View is that when, in re- 
gard to any particular Practice, we find that it is current among good men, 
and we cannot attribute it to greed or any such sordid motive, we should 
accept it as authoritative, as Dharma. 

(See below, for a fuller account of this Adhikarana, which is parti- 
cularly interesting.) 

There is another interpretation suggested by Kumarila of Stitras 5 
—7 :—Under this interpretation, Si. 5 is taken as part of the previous 
Topic, ending with Si. 4, and Si. 6 and 7 are taken as embodying the Topic 
of the Practices of Good Men; under this interpretation Si. 6 embodies 
the Prima Facie View that “Practices cannot be regarded as authoritative 
in matters relating to Dharma, because the number and extent of author- 
titative scriptures is restricted to the Veda and its auxiliary Sciences”, 
—and the Zstablished View is embodied in Si. 7 in the sense described 
in the previous paragraph. 

There is yet another interpretation suggested by Kumdarila, whereby 
all these three Sitras 5, 6 and 7 are taken as embodying the Established 
View in answer to a Prima Facie View supplied from without, bearing upon 
the Practices of Good Men. The sense of these Swras in this case would 
be as follows :—If the Practices of Good Men are not in conflict with 
what is taught in the Veda and in the Smyti, such Practices can be 
regarded as authoritative in matters relating to Dharma ; but when there 
is the least thing repugnant to the teaching of the Veda, then, as there 
would be a confliét of authorities, the Practices cannot be regarded as 
having any authority at all’. (Zantravartika, Trs., 173—203.) 

Kumérila’s treatment of the Topie of the Practices of Good men is 
specially interesting (vide Tantra. Va Trs., pp. 182—200).It is as follows :- 

In regard to the Practices of Good Men and their authority relating 
to Dharma the Prima Facie View is as follows :— 

“In the Practices of Good Men we find frequent transgressions of 
Dharma, and also cases of daring excesses, as in the case of (1) Prajapati, 
(2) Indra, (8) Vashistha, (4) Vishvamitra, (6) Yudhisthira, (6) Krsnadvat- 
payana, (7) Bhishma, (8) Dhytardstra, (9) Vasudeva, (10) Arjuna and others 
of old times, as also many good men of our own days. For instance,— 
(1) We find that Prajdpati fell in incestuous love with his own daughter, 
Usa ;—(2) Indra, and also Wahusa in his place, is said to have committed 
adultery ;—(3) Vashistha, when struck down with grief on the death of his 
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hundred sons, is said to have contemplated suicide, a terrible crime ;— 
(4) Vishvamitra helped a Chandala to perform sacrifices ;—(5) King Puriira- 
vasa contemplated suicide when Urvashi left him ;—(6) Krsna-Dvaipayna, 
who was under the vow of life-long celibacy, begot sons on the wives of 
his young brother, Vichitrarvirya ;—(7) Bhisma led a life contrary to all 
caste-regulations, and committed an irregularity in performing sacrifices, 
though he was unmarried (and hence not entitled to perform sacrifices) ; 
—(8) Dhytarastra, though suffering from congenital blindness and hence 
not entitled to perform sacrifices, performed several sacrifices and that 
too with the wealth amassed by his brother Pandu, to which he had no 
rightful claim ;—(9) Yudhisthira treated as his wife the girl that had been 
won by his younger brother and told a base lie calculated to encompass 
the death of his Brahmana-teacher ;—(10) Vasudeva and Arjuna used 
to drink, even to excess. Among modern people also, we find Brihmana- 
ladies of Ahichchhatra and Mathura addicted to wine; the people of the 
‘North’ carry on the business of giving and accepting in gift, and buying 
and selling, lions, horses, mules, asses, camels and even animals with 
two rows of teeth; and they are also in the habit of eating in the 
same dish with their wives, children and friends,—the people of the 
‘South’ marry the daughter of their maternal uncle, and partake of food 
while sitting upon chairs ;—among the people of the ‘North’ as well as 
of the ‘South’, there are many such instances of gross transgression as 
the partaking of the remnants of food left by one’s friends and relations, 
taking of beetles touched by men of all castes, not washing the mouth 
after meals, wearing clothes brought in directly from the back of the 
washerman’s ass, socially associating with people guilty of the most heinous 
crimes, Then again the Practices of Good Men of various countries are at 
variance with one another ; many of the Practices have their source in such 
perceptible causes as Greed and the like. Such practices certainly can 
have no authority on matters relating to Dharma. Lastly, those men 
are regarded as Good whose conduct is Good,—and again we regard 
such conduct Good which is practised by those men; thus there is an 
interdependance which leads us nowhere. As regards Manw’s declaration 
tiat ‘Practices of Good Men’ are an authority on Dharma,—we can 
place no reliance upon this; as the same writer includes ‘Self-Satisfaction’ 
also as such an authority; which is surely absurd. These cannot afford 
any standard for our conduct; as they are so completely at variance 
with one another. This declaration of Manu therefore must mean some- 
thing different.” 
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To the above indictment, Kumdrila has offered the following answer, 
which embodies his Established Conclusion on this subject:—When no 
motive can be detected, the Practices in question should be recognised as useful. 
(Si. 1.3.7). That is to say, when we find that certain acts are done by 
good men, and we cannot attribute them to any such perceptible motive 
as greed and the like, they should be accepted as Dharma, as what should 
be done. In fact, only those acts are to be regarded as Dharma which good 
men hold to be Dharma and do as Dharma: and this view has been held 
because the men who do them are the same persons who perform the sacri- 
fices enjoined in the Veda. To this class belong such acts as—Charities, 
Telling Beads, Offering Libations into Fire, Making Offerings to Ancestors, 
Celebrations like the Shakradhvaja and other such festivites in connection 
with Temples, Keeping of certain observances by married girls, Illumina- 
tions, distributing sweet cakes and other foods, festivities on the seventh 
and thirteenth days of Magha and the first day of Phalguna, on the advent 
of Spring. Authoritative writers of Smyti admit of the generally authorita- 
tive character of such of these as are not repugnant to the teachings of the 
Veda. And this idea is based upon the fact that we can always assume 
Vedic texts in corroboration of these Practices on the ground of the per- 
formers of these being the same as those of the acts prescribed in the Veda. 
As a matter of fact, from time immemorial, it has been found that the Prac- 
tices of Good Men are in keeping with the scriptures. 


The ‘good men’ whose ‘Practices’ are meant here are those only who 
are inhabitants of Aryavarta—the tract of land bounded by the Ocean on 
the Hast and on the West, by the Himilaya on the North and the Vindhya 
on the South. This limit has been inferred to be based upon the Vedio 
texts that speak of the ‘Disappearance of the Sarasvati’ and ‘the Dippings 
from the Plaksa-tree’,—the former expression referring to the place where 
the Sarasvati-satra was commenced and the latter, where it was completed ; 
and all this has been taken as indicating the tract round Kuruksttra, in 
the plains of which the river Sarasvati is said to have disappeared. 


These people are called ‘good’, not primarily on account of their good 
conduct, but on account of their being found to be acting always in accor- 
dance with the scriptures ; when on this ground, they have acquired the 
reputation of being ‘Good’,—if they are found to do any other acts, 
in support of which Vedic texts are not available, it comes to be believed 
and presumed that the acts concerned must be righteous and good,— 
otherwise the ‘good men’ would not have done them, 
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‘Self-satisfaction’ also is an ‘authority’ ,only in the case of such men 
as have their mind steeped in Vedic lore and in the idea that only those 
acts are to be regarded as ‘Dharma’ which have been enjoined in the Veda. 
And the minds of such people cannot be ‘satisfied’ on the doing of what 
is wrong. 


As regards of the specific instances of transgression by well-known 
great and good men that have been cited above,—in the first instance, the 
passages of the Itihasa and Purdya that have been understood to be descrip- 
tive of the transgressions may have a totally different meaning; and se- 
condly, the laws and rules whose transgressions have been cited may be 
meant only for ordinary men, and not for superhuman persons like Pra- 
japati and others ;—or thirdly, the acts may be justified on the ground that 
the persons concerned were superhuman beings and hence not subject 
to the same limitations of conduct as weaklier human agents ;—or fourthly, 
we may explain the said transgressions in such a way as to clear them of 
all repulsiveness. 


The following explanations have been suggested : 


(1) When ‘Prajapati’ is spoken of as falling in love with his own 
daughter, the name ‘Prajapati’ stands ‘one who protects all creatures’ ; 
and as such, it can be taken as standing for the Sun ; and it is an ordinary 
fact in nature that towards morning the Sun brings forth the Dawn which 
is named ‘Usa@’.—and hence this Dawn or ‘Usa’ is his ‘daughter’, and the 
phenomenon of the Sun letting his rays fall on the Dawn has been figura- 
tively spoken of as the male approaching the female. 


(2) Indra has been described as the ‘Ja@ra’—Paramour—of ‘Ahalya’ ; 
—now, the term ‘indra’ is derived from the root ‘idi’, to shine, and thus 
denotes one who is resplendent ; in this sense ‘indra’ becomes the name of 
the Sun. The Sun is the ‘Jara’—not paramour, but the destroyer, in the 
literal sense of ‘Jarayatindshayati’—of ‘Ahaly@’,—which stands, not for 
a lady, but for the Night, in the literal sense of ‘Ahani liyate ’disappearing 
during the day’; when the Sun rises, the Night disappears ; and it is this 
natural phenomenon that is described as ‘Indra’ (Sun) being the ‘Jarw 
(destroyer) of ‘Ahalya’ (Night). 

(3) As regards Nahusa, it is true that when he attained the position 
of Indra, he made advances towards Shachi, Indra’s wife ; but through 
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this mishehaviour, he fell from his exalted place and was born as a snake 
all which clearly shows that what he had done was wrong, Adharma. And 
so far as Shachi was concerned, she proved loyal to her husband and re- 
jected the advances made by Nahusa, whereby her. greatness and glory 
became enhanced, which shows that such constancy is Dharma. 


(4) In the case of Vashistha, it is clear that what he did was due to 
excessive grief, and hence no one ever regards it as Dharma. Tt is only 
what the good men know to be Dharma and perform as such that is to be 
accepted as Dharma, while all those acts that are found to have been done 
even by Good Men need not necessarily be accepted as Dharma, when 
they are found to have been done under the undue influence of Anger, 
Grief, Greed, Delusion and the like. 

(5) Similarly in the case of Vishvamitra also, as he had reached a 
high degree of austerity, we may condone a few minor transgressions on 
his part according to the maxim that “For a powerful man every thing 
is wholesome” ; or we may absolve him from blame on the ground that 
he was capable of throwing off the sin through penances. But for ordi- 
nary men such transgression would be irretrievably harmful and wrong. 

(6) As regards Krspa-Dvaipayana, it was under his mother’s orders 
that he begot children on the wives of his younger brother, related to him 
through his mother, in due accordance with scriptural injunctions. Even 
if his action involved transgression, it was thoroughly atoned by his severe 
austerities before and after the transgression. 


(7) Bhisma—and Rama also—performed sacrifices when they had 
no wife. Though both of them knew’ how essential it was to have the 
wife, associated with such performances, they did not have their wives, 
—Rama not marrying a second wife on account of his great love for his 
first wife, and Bhisma, not marrying at all, because of his great regard 
for his father to whom he had promised that he would never marry ;— 
and as both of them had paid their debt to their ancestors—Rama 
through his sons, and Bhisma through the sons of his Mother,—there 
was no moral impediment to their performance of sacrifices. Then again, 
it has to be borne in mind that Rama kept by him at the sacrifice, a 
golden image of Sid, because through his great regard for public opinion, 
he could not have Sita herself, and through his anxiety to show his 
regard for Sita herself he did not take another wife to himself. As 
regards Bhisma, the text of Manu lays down that if ‘among several 
uterine brothers, even one gets a son, all the rest became endowed with 
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sons, through that one son’ (Manu, 9.182); so that he became endowed with 
sons through the sons of his brother Vichitarvirya ; (and under the 
circumstances, if he had married a wife, that would have been only for 
the purpose of carnal pleasure) ;—and. yet, for aught we know, he may 
have married a wife for fulfilling the conditions of the sacrificial perfor- 
mances ; as it is inconceivable that a man, who was so scrupulous regarding 
Dharma that he refused to hand over at Gaya the offering to his Father 
into the latter’s own hands (when he appeared before him in person), in 
obedience to the scriptural injunction that the offerings at Gaya must be 
offered on the Ground, should have committed such a blunder as to perform 


sacrifices without having his wifeby him. (See Mahabharata—Anushasana 
Parva, 84.) 


(8) As regards Dhrtardstra—We find it related in the Ashcharya- 
parva that through Vyasa’s favour, he obtained his powers of vision for 
the purpose of looking up on his sons; and from this we should be 
justified in presuming that through the same agency, he was able to see 
when the sacrifices were being performed, so that he could not suffer 
from the disqualification of congenital blindness. Or the ‘Sacrifices’ that 
have been attributed to Dhrtarastra may be taken as standing for charities 
and other righteous acts. 


(9) The irregular matrimonial life of the five Pandavas has been ex- 
plained by Vyasa himself. Draupadi appeared in the full bloom of youth 
out of the sacrificial altar ; and as such she is the Goddess of Wealth her- 
self, who does not become trained by associating with several persons ; 
He has described her also as becoming younger day by day ;—all which 
goes to show that she was not an ordinary human being ; she was super- 
human, and hence her actions are not to be judged by the ordinary stan- 
dard of human proprieties. It is for this reason that Kygna himself pro- 
mised to Karza—who was a brother of the Pardavas—that Draupadi 
would go to him on the sixth day, after having been with the Pandavas 
for five days. If it were not for this super-human character of the Lady, 
how could such a righteous person as Krsna himself have made such an 
atrocious proposal ?—Another explanation of Draupadi’s case is that there 
were five distinct ladies ; but they were all so much alike that they came 
to be Inown by a common name. The third explanation is that she was 
the wife of Arjuna alone by whome she had been won ; and yet she is spoken 
of as being the wife of all the brothers, only with a view to show that there 
was not the slightest disagreement among the five brothers. Her super- 
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human character is further emphasised by the fact that, when dragged 
to the Assembly of Kings, though she was not really in her courses, yet, 
on the spur of the moment she made herself appear so, with a view to ex- 
pose the action of Dhytarastra and his sons in the worst light. Her character 
of Lakshmi too becomes fully recognised when she is regarded as the wife of 
Arjuna alone, who, in his previous life was Nara, the counterpart of Nara- 
yana (Visnu). The Brahma-vaivarta Purana (Prakritikhanda) provides an- 
other supernatural explanation : Under Shlo. 58. Adhyaya 14, it says that 
in childhood Sita, being eager to obtain a husband, asked it as a boon 
from Shiva: and in her eagerness she repeated the request five times,— 
Shiva took her at her word and said she would have five husbands ; it was 
thus Sita, who in her next life, was born as Draupadi. 


(10) Thus too as regards the action of Yudhisthira in telling a lie to 
encompass the death of his teacher, some authorities have declared that 
Expiatory Rites can be performed even when the reprehensible act has been 
done intentionally ; and as the Rites prescribed for this particular trans- 
gression consist of the Ashvamedha sacrifice, and Yudhisthira did perform 
this sacrifice,—all this shows that he recognised it as sinful as Adharma, 


not as Dharma ; hence the act cannot be included among the ‘Practices of 
Good Men’. 


(11) Then there remains the case of Krsna and Arjuna being drunk 
with wine and having married the daughters of their respective maternal 
uncles,—both being instances of direct transgression of the Law. In this 
connection it has to be borne in mind that it is only wine distilled from grains 
that is called ‘Sura’, and it is ‘Sura that has been forbidden for the three 
higher castes. As for wine distilled from grapes and other fruits —which 
is called ‘madhu’,—and that distilled from molasses—which is called ‘Sidhu’, 
—these have not been forbidden for the Kshatriya and the Vaishya, and it 
is for the Brahmana alone that all ‘intoxicating drinks’ have been forbidden. 
Thus the drinking of Madhu—wine distilled from grapes,—by Krsna and 
Arjuna cannot be regarded as a transgression of the Law. There are Vedic 
texts also which show that the drinking of wine in general is forbidden for 
the Brahmana only, and that the Madhu and the Sidhu are not forbidden 
for the Kshatriya and the Vaishya. As regards Krsna and Arjuna having 
‘married their maternal cousins’,—such relationships are often mentioned 
even in cases where there is no real blood-relationship ; hence it is possible 
that Krsna and Arjuna have been spoken of ‘cousins’ simply on account 
of their close friendship. Though Subhadré has been spoken as Krsna’s 
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‘sister’, yet we know only three persons—Balarama, Krsna and Ekanamsha* 
—who have been named as uterine brothers and sisters (vide Mahabharata— 
Vana—217 ; 7-8) ; which shows that Subhadra was probably only a distant 
cousin of Krsna’s, not his stster,—and not a child of Vasudeva’s, in which 
latter case alone she could have been Arjuna’s maternal cousin. It was in 
fact impossible for such a universally respected person as Krsna to have 
countenanced such a marriage if it had been incestuous. These same remarks 
apply also to Krsna’s marriage to Rukmint who is said to have been his 
‘cousin’. 

In regard to all such transgressions, another explanation has also 
been suggested. It is argued that the Smyti is based upon the Veda, so also 
is the ‘Practice of Good Men’ ; and the authority of both is independent ; 
hence whenever there is conflict between the two, the two courses of action 
concerned should be regarded as optional alternatives, and neither need be 
regarded as unrighteous. 

This however is not right ; because in the scale of comparative authori- 
tativeness, the place of “Practice of Good Men’ is below that of ‘Smrti’ ; 

* Bkanamsha— 

Mahabharata, Vana p. Ch. 217, 7-8. 

al Geaifiredt Ohtamy Herat Heradifafaerat aa wert gar | 

ai gf acer aaadt Ta: SETA | waraifratae: Heafsxa: Fara 

The Goddess Nidra—arravat faci—born as the daughter of Yashoda 
and Nanda, exchanged for Krsna, according to Chapter 60 of Harivamsha, 
was called Ekdnamsha : 

a saraad aa aforaqafa gfrat | Gata Weaaiaar faearsar aan | 

fate sar arerartaredt sorad: | Carat area ceret Herqet 7A 

Brhat-samihita of Varaihamihira, Ch. 58, W. 37—39. 

uaraadt ari aetaxorarieg—That is, in installing the Ima 
in temples. ; 

In the Harivamsha, Chs. 166, 168 and-178 we find that the Yddaras 
invoked her aid in times of difficulty p. 47 U. 2. 

Brahma-Purdyna (Ch. 57) calls the central figure in the triad in the 
temple of Jagannatha at Puri ‘Subhadra’ but gives her namskara mantra 
thus— ; : 

wae aad Sfa qnet quatere 1 atfe at Tavares arearatt aAseTa 
identifying her with Katyayanz, that is Ekinamsha—[Ekanamsha and Su- 
bhadra’—by Jogendranatha Ghosh—J.R.A.S.B. Vol. II pp. 41—46 and 
plate 7.] 
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so that when there is conflict between the two the ‘Practice’ has to go to 
the wall. 

In connection with this subject one important consideration has been 
urged. Apastamba has clearly asserted that certain acts are not permitted 
in one part of the country, while they are quite permissible in another. 
This leads to the conclusion that such ‘Practices’ would be not sinful, only 
for those persons whose fore-fathers have been used to them ; and yet they 
would be avoided by other people. This explanation also cannot be very 
helpful ; because Gautama has declared that “All Practices contrary to the 
Scriptures are unauthoritative.” It might be argued that the ‘Scriptures’ 
meant here are the Vedas, not the Smrtis. But this is not correct ; because 
the term ‘Scripture’ includes the Veda as well as the Smytis. It is impo- 
ssible for us, therefore, to accept the authoritative character of such Practices 
as are contrary to the Smvti-law laid down by Manu and others. (Z'antra- 
vartika.) 

It is interesting to note that the several interpretations of Sitras 
3—T, propounded by Kwmdrila, have not been noticed by Prabhakara. 


(F) Exacr Sientrication or Cerrarn Worbs. 


It has been established that the Veda and the Smrti (and also the 
Practices of Good Men, according to Kuméarila) are the authoritative means 
of knowing Dharma. Under Satras 1.3.8-9, Jaimini has taken up the subject 
of the right comprehension of the correct meaning of the texts that constitute 
the ‘Veda’ and the Smrti’. This question arises because there is an element 
of uncertainty in regard to the exact signification of certain words which 
are used in one sense among one set of people and in an entirely different 
Sense among others. 

The words selected for discussion under this head are the following : 
—(1) “Yava’—used in the sense of Barley-corn among some people, and in 
that of Long pepper among others. (2) ‘Varaha’—stands for the Hog among 
some people, and for the Black Bird among others. (3) ‘Vétasa’ is used by 
some people for the Bafjula-creeper, and by others for the Black-berry. 
(Shabora, Trs., p. 100.) 


The question is that when words like these occur in the Veda or in 


the Smrti, in which sense are they to be understood. 


The Prima Facie View is that—‘Since both the meanings are found 
to be signified by the word, the acceptance of the one or the other is a matter 
of option.” 
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The Established View is that—that meaning is to be regarded as more 
authoritative in which the word is used by persons who take their stand on the 
Scriptures because tt is more reliable than the other. (Su. 1.3. 8). 


Shabara (Trs., p. 101) has found indications among Vedic texts them- 
selves, lending support to one or the other of the two meanings attributed to 
the words. For instance, (1) in regard to the word Yava, he finds support 
for its denoting the Barley-corn in the Vedic text which speaks of the ‘Yava- 
plant’ as ‘flourishing while other plants whither away’,—which description 
is applicalbe to the Barley y-corn, not to the Long-pepper. (2) Similarly in 
regard to the ’Vardha’, the sense of Hog is supported by the Vedic text 
which speaks of ‘cows running after the Varaha’ (Shatapatha Br. 4.4.3. 
19), and it is the Hog not the Black Bird that is pursued by Cows. (8) 
‘In regard to the word ‘Vétasa’, the sense of Bafijula-creeper is supported 
by the Vedic text which speaks of the Vétasa as ‘water-born’, which epithet 
can apply to the Baftjula-creeper, not to the Black-Berry. 


Kumarila demurs to the above interpretation of Sitras 8-9; on the 
following grounds—(T.V., p. 207). In the case of all the three words cited 
by the Bhasya, the significations that have. been sought to be supported by 
means of scriptural texts are such as are already accepted to be the most 
authoritative, even according to common usage. In fact, in no counry 
in the world is the word ‘Yava’ used, in common usage, in the sense of Long- 
pepper ; nor is the word ‘Vétasa’ anywhere actually used in the sense of the 
Black-berry, or the word ‘Vardha’ in the sense of Black-Bird. It is not 
right therefore to base our discussion upon these words. Then again, a3 
for determining the correct significations of words the Sutras under I. 4 
have laid down several guiding principles. 


The present Sitras 8 and 9 should therefore be explained somewhat 
differently as follows:—The question arises—when we find that there is 
difference in the usages of the ‘Arya’ and the ‘Mléchchha’ ,—are both equally 
authoritative ? Or is one more authoritative than the other? The Prima 
Facie View is that in regard to visible things—and even in relation to Dharma 
—the authority of the ‘Arya’ usage and that of the ‘Mléchchha’ usage are 
equal.—The Established Conclusion is that What is supported by the Scriptures 
is more authoritative (Si. 9) ; so that the usage of the Arya is more authori- 
tative than that of the Mlechchha. In fact, the inhabitants of Arydvarta 
take their stand upon the Scriptures ; hence their notions alone can have 
any authority in matters of such significations of words as appertain to 
Dharma and its accessories ; and even among those people themselves, we 
should accept that sense in which the word is used by one who is more learned 


¥ 
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in and more conversant with the Scriptures, in preference to those sanc- 
tioned by the usage of people less learned in them. (Tantra. Va. Trs., p. 209). 


(G) Conriicr BETWEEN SMR AND Usage. 


Kumarila has put forward a third interpretation of these same Sdtras 
8 and 9; by which they are made to deal with cases of conflict between 
Smyti and Usage. The Prima Facie View is that —inasmuch as both have 
their basis in the Veda, the contest between them is equal. (Si. 9). Just as 
the authority of the Smyti rests upon the fact of its being based upon the 
Veda, so too does that of Usage ; hence there can be no difference between 
the two in point of authority, We may even go further and assert that Usage 
is more authoritative than Smyti ; because its effects, in the shape of action, 
are more easily perceptible—The Established Conclusion is as follows o= 
Smrti is more authoritative than Usage, because it is based directly upon 
the Veda ; it leads directly to the inference of its corroborative Vedic-text ; 
while in the case of Usage, the first necessary inference is that of the corro- 
borative Smrti ; and it is in support of this inferred Smyti text that the corro- 
borative Vedic text is inferred ; so that the support of the Veda for Usage 
is one step further removed than that in support of the Smyti itself. Then 
again, the Smrti has been compiled by persons well-known as steeped in 
Vedic lore, which fact lends strength to their work. In the case of Usage 
on the other hand, its exact source is always indefinite and unascertainable ; 
which fact weakens its authority. (Lantravartika—Trs., pp. 208—212.) 

There is yet another interpretation of Sutras 8 and 9 by Kumarila— 
(Lantravartika—Trs., p. 212.) 

There are certain words which are found to signify one thing in the 
Vedic texts, and another thing in common parlance. Such words are (a) 
‘rwrt?’—in the Veda it is found to convey the idea of xine, while in common 
parlance it stands for three-fold 3—(0) *Charw’—in the Veda, denotes cooked 
Rice, while in common parlance it denotes the Saucer 3—(c) ‘Ashva-bala’ 
—in the Veda, stands for Reed, while in common parlance, it stands for 
Horse-hair, The question is—In every one of such cases, which is the 
meaning that should be regarded as authoritative and right ?—The Prima 
Facie View is that—*In as much as the two denotations are different, 
and as both are equally well-apprehended, the two significations should be 
regarded as equally right and hence to be treated as optional alternatives ; 
—the sentence containing these words may be construed to convey either 
the one or the other of the two ideas ;—Or, in reality, as common parlance 
always comes to one’s knowledge long before the reading of the Veda, the 


former should be regarded as having superior authority.”—The Established 
27 
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Conclusion however is that that signification of the word which is based 
upon the Scriptures is decidedly the more authoritative of the two ; specially 
in the sphere of Dharma. (Tantra. Va Trs., pp. 212—216.) 

(H) Worps Current Amonc MiecucHHas. 


We find certain words—used even in the Veda,—regarding the exact 
signification of which we find no guidance in the scriptures ; nor are they 
found to be current among the Aryas, in Arydvarta ; they are found to be 
current among Mlechchhas, Foreigners. Such cases cannot be dealt with 
according to the conclusion arrived at in Si. 9, as there is no ‘usage’ of the 
Arya available here. 

‘Pika’, Nema’, ‘Sata’, ‘Tamarasa’ are the words cited in Bhasya (Trs., 
p. 103) in this connection. In regard to these, there arises the question— 
Of these words, are we to deduce their meaning from their Etymology, etc., 
with the help of Grammar and Lexicons? Or should we accept that as 
their meaning in which sense they are used among Mlechchhas ? (Bhasya)- 
The Second question to be considered is—Is greater authority to be attached 
to the meaning deduced from the Etymology of the world or to that indi- 
cated by usage among Mlechchhas? (Tantrava. Trs., p. 217). 


The Prima Facie View on these questions is as follows :—‘“‘What has 
so far been established as authoritative and reliable is the usage of the ‘Shista’, 
the cultured people ; hence in the case of the words cited, we should deduce 
some sort of meaning from their Etymology ; and no reliance should be 
placed upon the meaning attached to them in the usage of uncultured people, 
who are not careful in the use of words. (Bhdsya). And it follows from 
this that the meaning deduced from the Etymology of the word is to be 
accepted as more authoritative than that indicated by Mléchchha-usage ; 
specially because even though this would be a newly-assumed signification, 
yet, as being based upon Scriptures (Grammartical), it must be held to be 
more authoritative and reliable. Further, in the first place, it may be 
possible to hunt-up Arya-usage itself in the vast land of Arydvarta, which 
is a well-defined tract. The recourse to Etymology and the Commentaries 
and Lexicons would prove the usefulness of these works, which would not 
be very useful in connection with words whose meaning is alrady known 
directly through usage itself. Lastly, as Mlechchhas may not have any 
regard for Dharma, it is not unlikely that they may have purposely distorted 
the meanings of words. From all this the conclusion is that the words cu- 
rrent in a certain sense among Mlechchhas, when used in the Veda or among 
Aryas, should not be taken in the sense attached to them in Mlechchha- 
usage,—their meaing should be deduced from their Etymology.” 
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The Established Conclusion on this question is as follows :—The mean- 
ing that has been imparted to a word, even by the Mlechchha—would be duly 
comprehended and should be regarded as sanctioned by the authority of the Veda; 
as it is not incongruous. (Si. 10). That is, the meaning that has been im- 
parted to a word,—even by uncultured people,—though not known among 
cultured people,—would be comprehended, and it would not be right to 
reject what has been comprehended and which is not incompatible with any 
authority. Due authority may not attach to Mlechchha-usage in matters 
relating to Dharma and other supersensuous things; but these are certain 
common things in regard to which the Mlechchhas are more expert and 
reliable than the Avyas ;—such things for instance, as the rearing and 
catching of birds. As regards the Lexicons and Commentaries, these will 
still have their use in the determining of the meaning of such words as are 
not known or understood even among Mlechchhas. Lastly, if the mean- 
ings of words are to be deduced from their Etymology, then there would 
be no certainty or definiteness attaching to their signification. The right 
conclusion is that in such cases, the usage of the Mlechchhas should be 
accepted ; so that the word ‘pika’ should be taken to mean the Cuckoo,— 
the word ‘nema’ should be understood to mean half,—the word ‘sata’ in 
the sense of the round-topped wooden-vessel with a hundred holes,—and the 
word ‘témarasa’ in the sense of Lotus ; such being the usage among the 
Mlechchhas—(Bhasya, pp. 103-104.) 


While it is true that Arya-usage is more authoritative and reliable 
than Mi lechchha-usage, this does not mean that the latter is to be rejected 
even in cases where the former is not available at all. (Tantra-Va. Trs. 
p. 221.). Then again, Arya-usage is to be regarded as more reliable only 
in matters relating directly to Dharma ; not necessarily in regard to worldly 
matters, such as Agriculture and the like; where all Established Usage 
is equally reliable. It is only in the case of words where we fail to find any 
usage at all—either among Aryas or among Mlechchhas,—that we would 
be compelled to have recourse to the assuming of their meanings through 
Etymological Explanations provided by the Nirukta and other works. Tho- 
ugh such assumptions would be diverse and confused, yet they have to be 
accepted under certain circumstances. (Zantravarttka, Trs., p. 222.) 


(1) AurHoriry or Karpa-SOrras. 


Sutras 1—3. 11—14 consider the authoritative character of the body 
of Smyti-rules known under the name of ‘Kalpa-Sitra’. A distinction is 
made between these and Smytis in general which have been dealt with 
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before, on the ground that while the Kalpa-Sutras formulate the rules of 
Sacrificial Procedure exactly as laid down in the Vedic texts still available, 
the Smytis in general are compilations based presumably upon Vedic texts, 
many of which are not now traceable, and whose existence can only be in- 
ferred. (See above). For this reason, the authority of the Kalpa-Siitras 
cannot be made to depend entirely upon the arguments adduced in support 
of the authority of Smrtis in general. And yet the present discussion is 
necessary because even though the Kalpa-Sitras contain nothing that can- 
not be found in the Vedic texts, yet as compilations, they are the work of 
human authors, and to this extent, their reliability is open to doubt. 


Kumarila has explained the term ‘Kalpa’ in this connection as stan- 
ding for ‘the method and procedure of sacrifices in the form of definite re- 
gulations and treatises where these Rules are set forth in detail.’ (Zantra- 
Va. Trs., p. 224.) 


Kumarila has evidently drawn a distinction between ‘Kalpa’ and 
‘Kalpa-Sitra’ ; as under ‘Kalpa—which contain the bare statement of 
the Rules, without any explanations and embellishments—he names as 
compilers, Bhudhayana, Varaha and Mashaka ; while as authors of the 
‘Sutras’, he names Ashralayana, Vaijavapi, Drahyayani, Latiya and Ka- 
tyayana. The Bhasya (Trs., p. 105) has mentioned the name of Mashaka, 
Hastika and Kaundinya. 

Kumarila justifies the separate treatment of Kalpa-Sitras on the 
following groinds :—Under the discussion on Smytis in general, the chief 
argument against their authority lay in the fact of the Smytis and being 
based upon the Veda ; and this could not be urged against the Kalpa-Sitras, 
because the Vedic texts in support of these are directly available. For 
this reason they could not be dealt with along with Smrtis in general. Then 
again, under the present Topic we are not going to discuss the authoritative 
character of the Kalpa-Siutra ; because there can be no doubt on that 
point ; all that we proceed to consider is—Is the authority of the Kalpa- 
Sutras independent and self-sufficient, like that of the Veda—or do they 
also derive their authority from the Veda? As a matter of fact, as regards 
this question, the Smrtis in general also may be included in the present 
Topic, just as the Kalpa-Satras may be taken as included under the pre- 
vious Topic dealing with Smrtis in general. (Tautrava. Trs., p. 225.) 

The Prima Facie View in regard to the Kalpa-Sutras is that they 
are as independent and self-sufficient in their authority as the Veda, itself ; 
and when they declare all days fit for the performance of Darsha-Sacrifice 
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[while the Veda has declared the Moonless Day alone as fit for it], it should 
be permissible to perform the sacrifice on all days——The Established Con- 
clusion however is that, in view of the fact that the Kalpa-Siitras only re- 
peat in more intelligible language what is found to have been already men- 
tioned in the Vedic texts still available, there can be no doubt regarding 
their authority and reliability ; but at the same time, that authority and 
reliability cannot be self-sufficient ; as such authority can belong only to 
such Scriptures as are independent of human authorship, which the Vedas 
alone are, and the Kalpa-Sitras are not. Says Probhakara (Brhati MS., 
p- 83b.): ‘It is not possible that what proceeds from a human source should 
be self-sufficient in its authority, and it is well-known that the Kalpa-Siitra 
is the work of human authors.’ 

Kumirila has offered several other interpretations of these four Sttras 
1.3.11—14. (a) Under the first of these, he has included the Smyti in gene- 
ral also under this Topic—as we have pointed out above,—and has come 
to the comprehensive conclusion that No Smrti is self-sufficient in its 
authority—neither the Kalpa-Sutras nor the Smytis so-called. (b) Under 
another interpretation, he takes the Topic as referring to the Vedangas 
—the Subsidiary Sciences—Shiks@ ,Kalpa, Vyakarana, Nirukta, Chhandas 
and Jyautisa. (c) Under yet another interpretation, the Topic is taken 
as referring to thé so-called ‘Smptis’ of the Buddha and others. He thus 
includes under these four S#tras 1.3.11—14,, four questions—(1) Are the 
Kalpa-Sitras self-sufficient in their authority ?—(2) are the Kalpa-Sitras 
and other Smrtis so self-sufficient 2—(3) Are the Subsidiary Sciences so self- 
sufficient 2—(4) Are the Buddhist and other heterodox Smrtts so self- 
sufficient ? 


With the (1) we have already dealt above. 


As regards (2) and (3)—the Prima Facie View is that real self-suffi- 
cient authority cannot be denied to them ; because they have been univer- 
sally accepted as ‘Dharmashdstra’—‘Scripture dealing with Dharma’ ; 
which name includes Kalpa-Siutra, Smrtis and. Vedangas. ‘As a matter 
of fact also, nothing that is taught in these is contrary to or repugnant to 
any Vedic texts, These should therefore be regarded either as Veda itself 
or equal to Veda in authority. They are as eternal also as the Veda; as 
we cannot trace them to any beginning in time. The conclusion therefore 
must be that all these have an authority that is independent and self-suffi- 
cient, and they do not stand in need of the support and intercession of the 
Veda. (Zantra-Va. Trs., pp. 229—231.) The Established Conclusion on 
ghis Topic (as set forth in Tantra-Va. Trs., pp. 237 et. seq.) is as follows: 
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—In the case of all Smrits and Subsidiary Sciences,—in as much as we have 
distinct knowledge of their authors, they cannot be accepted as independent 
and self-sufficient “Scriptures’ bearing upon Dharma. The Bhasya (Trs., 
p- 106) has advanced against the Kalpa-Sitra, the fact that there is no 
‘accentuation’ in it and hence it cannot be treated on the same footing as 
the Veda. Kumarila (Tantra-Va., p. 239) takes exception to this argu- 
ment ; he remarks—This argument would apply also to the case of the 
Mantras that are quoted in etenso in the Kalpas ; as also to the Chhan- 
dogya-Brahmana texts prescribed in the Grhya-Sutras,—which latter also 
would have to be denied real scriptural authority ; because the eight Bra- 
hmanas with their esoteric Explanations, which are studied by the Sama- 
vedis, have got no definite accentuation and (according to the Bhdsya) 
this absence of accentuation would deprive them of their ‘Vedic’ character. 
The only sound argument, according to Kumarila, against the self-sufficient 
authority of the Kalpa-Sitras,Smytis and the Subsidiary Sciences,l ies in the 
absence, in them, of the self-evident Eternality and independence of human 
agency—which are found pre-eminently in the Veda alone. (Lantra-Va. 
Trs., p. 239.) 
Kumarila proceeds to point out (p. 240) that though according to 
Katyayana’s declaration—‘The Injunction, the Enjoined, the Argumen- 
tation of the Mimamsda. all constitute the Veda’ though the name Veda 


becomes applicable to the Mimdmsa, yet this has never been treated as 
Veda proper. Similar should be the case with the works under considera- 


_tion. Under Si. 14 (Tantra-Va. Trs., pp. 242-243) Kumarila has also cited 


an instance where what is stated in the Kalpa-Sutras, etc., is in conflict 
with the Veda.. 


Now remains the fourth question included under the Topic, by which 
Kumiarila (see above) has taken the Sitras 11-14 as bearing upon the autho- 
tity of the So-called Smyti of the Buddha and others. 


The Prima Facie View on this question has been stated thus (in the 
Lantra-vartika Trs., p. 232) :—“Eyven though the teachings of Buddha and 
others may not be regular Smrti, yet it cannot be denied that they embody 
the ‘Scripture of Action’, “Moral Code’, Prayogashastra’ (Si. 11); and in 
this character, these also may be regarded as ‘Veda’. These scriptures 
also may be proved to be eternal by means of those same arguments that 
have been used to prove the Eternality of the Veda itself; hence like the 
Veda, these also are self-sufficient in their authority. Again, being, like 
the Veda, not the work of a human author, they are free from all the defects 
due to that origm. Though it bears the name of ‘Buddha’ and other 
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persons, that only shows that these persons have expounded thete achings, 
which themselves are Eternal ;—just as has been argued in regard to the 
names, ‘Kathaka’ and others found in the Veda. In fact, all the arguments 
that have been advanced in support of the self-sufficient authority of the 
Veda can be put forward in favour of the Buddhist and other Scriptures 
also.” 

The Established Conclusion as contained in the Sutras is as follows : 
(Lantra-Va., Trs., pp. 282—237) :— 

By asserting the Eternality of his Scriptures, the Buddhist would 
go directly against his main thesis that all things are in a perpetual flux 
and there is nothing that is lasting. Thus being deprived of Eternality, 
these teachings must be dependent upon the trustworthy character of the 
Teachers themselves ; and the word of any person cannot have independent 
authority in regard to matters relating to Dharma. The reason for this lies 
in ‘asanniyama’ (Si. 12)—i.e., in the fact of their declaration that all things 
are evanescent ;—or because they are full of incorrect words and expressions. 

(J) Exrent anp SPHERE oF THE AUTHORITY oF CUSTOMS. 


Sitras 1.3.15—23 Holakadhikarana. 

Kumarila has established the authority of Custom and Usage—i.e., 
Practices of Good Men, under Sutra 1.3.7. (See above)—in a general way. 
The question raised and dealt with under Si. 15—23 is in regard to the 
extent and sphere of the authority of Customs. 


As a matter of fact, it has been found that there are certain customs 
that are observed by ‘Eatserners’ ; there are others that are peculiar to the 
‘Southerners’, and so forth. The question is—is the authority of these 
Customs limited and local, restricted to definite localities—or is it univer- 
sal, like that of the Veda ? The idea underlying this discussion is that these 
Customs—if at all authoritative, in howsoever a limited manner,—must 
owe that authority ultimately to Vedic texts ;—it is argued therefore that 
if Customs have only local authority, then the Vedic texts upon which they 
may be based should also have only limited authority, and thus the very 
keystone of the Mimémsaka’s position—the universal authority of the 
Veda—becomes shaken. The Established Conclusion on this question is 
as follows :—The Vedic Injunctions assumed in support of these Customs 
cannot be qualified by any specifications of time and place; firstly because 
the specifications generally spoken of are in such terms as ‘among Lasterners’, 
‘among Southerners’ and so forth; and these terms. are purely relative ; 
so that what is ‘Eastern’ for one man may be ‘Western’ for another,—and 
secondly because the Customs in question are not found to be observed by 
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all men of any limited area: nor are they found to be not observed by all 
persons of other areas. Says Prabhakara (Brhati. MS., p. 34) :— 


“There being no fixity attaching to any specification, no limitation 
is possible. That there is no fixity is proved by the fact (1) that the In- 
junction (assumed in the Veda) cannot impose any such restriction, as all 
that an Injunction can do is to lay down that a certain act should be done, 
—and (2) that the names of the Customs themselves, ‘Holaka’ and the rest, 
cannot indicate any such restriction, as all that they indicate is a certain 
Act ;—and that (3) there is nothing else that could specify any place or 
time.” 


Kumarila (Tantravartika, Trs., p. 244) has taken these Sitras as bear- 
ing upon the question of localised or universal authority of the Grhyasitras 
and such Smyti-Sitras as those of Gautama, and the like. As a matter 
of fact, we find that bearing the Itihdsas and Puranas and the Smrti of 
Manu, all other Smrti-works,—such as those of Gautama, Vashistha, Sha- 
nkha-Likhata, Harita, Apastamba, Baudhdyana and others—as also the 
Sitras on Gyhya, —are studied and follwed exclusively by only certain 
sections of Brahmanas, and each of them has its scope restricted to one 
particular Veda. For instance, the Siitras of Gautama and Gobhila are 
followed by the Chhandogya (Sama-Vedin) Brahmana only ; those of Va- 
shistha, by the Rgvedins only ; those of Shankha and Likhita, by the Va- 
jasanéyins ; those of Apastamba and Baudhdyana, by the Krsna-Yajur- 
vedins. Thus the fact of the scope of these Sutras being limited affords matter 
for reflection ; the question being—Is each of these Smrti-Sitras authori- 
tative only for the particular sect mentioned above? Or are all of them 
equally authoritative for all men ? 


The Prima Facie View is as follows :— “These Sitras are, as a matter 
of fact, studied only by the said particular sects of Brahmanas; hence 
their authority also must be restricted to those sects only.” 


The Established Conclusion is that, on account of the universal chara- 
cter of the Injunctions, the Smrti-Sutras must be universal (Si. 16) ; that is, 
they must be authoritative for all men who may be capable of performing 
the duties laid down in them ; and as a matter of fact, capacity to perform 
these duties belong to the people of all castes and customs inhabiting the 
whole country of Arydvarta, except the blind and such incapaciated per- 
sons who are excluded Whenever an act is meant to be restricted in any 
way, such restriction is clearly mentioned—as, for instance, the Rajasiya 
sacrifice has been distinctly enjoined for the ‘Raja’ (Ksattriya) only. 
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(K) ‘Grammatica, SMRtr’ 
Works dealing with Grammar also have been classed as ‘Smrti.’ The 
use and authority of these, as being upon Dharma, have been described under 
Sutras 1,3.24—29, 


Prabhikara has raised an objection against the introduction of this 
Topic. He says—‘‘What has the authoritative or unauthoritative chara- 
cter of the Grammatical Rules got to do with the authority of the Veda, 
which is the subject with which we are concerned? Even if the incorrect 


or corrupt forms of words—like ‘gai’ and the like—were really expressive 
and eternal, in what manner would that affect the Vedic Injunction ?” 


The answer to this that Prabhakara himself supplies is that, if there 
were no restrictions and regulations regarding the exact form in which 
words are denotative of things, then the comprehension of the Vedic texts 
would remain vague and indefinite and there would be no certaintly regar- 
ding a certain word being really expressive of a certain thing ; and this va- 
gueness and uncertainty would shake the authority and reliability of the 
Veda itself. The Rules of Grammar help us to determine in what form 
the word really expresses its meaning; and thus it helps us to obtain a 
definite and correct idea of the meaning of Vedic Texts. (Byhast MS., p. 34.) 


The question of this Topic, as propounded in the Bhasya (Trs., p- 
112) is—Are, or are not, the corrupt vernacular forms of the word ‘go’ 
(Cow)—such as ‘gav7’ ‘gon’. ‘gopotalika’—really expressive of the animal 
with the dewlap (i.e., the Cow),—in the same manner in which the correct 
(Sanskrit) form ‘gauh’ is? That is, is it only the one sanskrit word, which 
has behind its use an unbroken tradition, that is tightly expressive of the 
animal, and all the rest are mere corrupt forms of it ? Or are these also 
equally eternal and expressive ? 


The Prima Facie View is as follows :—‘“They are all equally eternal 
and expressive. As a matter of fact, we find that the corrupt words also 
bring about the Cognition of the thing denoted, exactly in the same manner 
as the correct Sanskrit word. This shows that even a hundred years back, 
the expressive relationship between these words and the thing denoted 
was there ; and so on and on; and this establishes their beginningless (eter- 
nal) character. Nor do we know of any creator or originator of this re- 
lation between the corrupt word and its denotation. From this it follows 
that all the words—the original Sanskrit as well as the corrupt Vernacular 
—are correct,—people should use them ; because they all serve the prupose 
of expressing the meaning ; and they are to be treated as synonymous, in 


the same manner as the synonymous Sanskrit words—‘hastw’ ‘kara’ “pani? 
28 
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and the rest. In fact, all words are used for the definite purpose of express- 
ing their meaning. Nor is there any Vedic Injunction regarding the use of 
words (Si. 24),—such as only the correct Sanskrit word should be used, and 
not the corrupt Vernacular word.”—(Bhasya, Trs. pp. 112-113.) 


The Tantravartika sets forth the Prima Facie View in a very elabo- 
tate form, covering full forty pages—(Trs., pp. 259—299.) 


The main points made in this elaborate presentation are the following : 
—(1) ‘Gavi and such other vernacular corruptions are as expressive as the 
Sanskrit word ‘Gauh’ ;—(2) the corrupt forms are as correct as the original 
Sanskrit ;—(3) the Vernacular form is not a curruption at all; it is as pe- 
ceptible by the Ear as any correct word ;—(4) they are all—the original 
Sanskrit and the Vernacular—equally eternal; it is not possible to trace 
any beginning in time for either (5) no transcendental result can follow 
from the use of the so-called Sasnkrit form; as the use of this also serves 
the only purpose of expressing the meaning; specially because such 
use does not form the subject of Vedic Injunction ;—(6) Grammar cannot 
be regarded as a ‘shasta’, ‘Scripture’ ; because works on the subject are not 
found to bear the form of the Veda; in fact, the explanations provided by 
the Science of Grammar do not differ in any way from the ordinary expla- 
nation of vernacular words ;—(7) The Science of Grammar cannot derive 
its authority from the Veda; as it does not treat of Action, which alone 
forms the subject-matter of the Veda proper ; (8) Grammar cannot be re- 
garded as an integral part of the Veda ; as it is not found to serve any use- 
ful purpose in matters relating to Dharma ; speciailly in the matter of ex- 
pressing their meanings; the words of the Veda do not stand in need of the 
Rules of Grammar ;—(9) the ordinary usage of words cannot be based upon 
Grammar ; as Grammar itself proceeds entirely on the basis of Usage itself. 


(Lantra-Va., Txs., p. 298.) 
There are some portions of this elaborate presentation of the Prima 
Facie View in the Tantravartika which are specially interesting. 


Tt takes up verbatim a number of Vedic texts which support the idea 
of Grammar being the means of accomplishing Dharma. (1) The first 
text quoted is the one where it has been declared that —‘A single word, 
correctly used, becomes the means of fulfilling all desires in Heaven and 
on Earth.’—But in reality this is a praise of Vedic Study, and has no bearing 
upon the Science of Grammar. (2) The second text quoted is that where 
it is said that ‘the Brahmana should not behave like the Mlechchha’ ,— 
where ‘behaving like the Mlechchha’ has been taken to stand for ‘the using 
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of corrupt forms of words.’ But this text only prohibits the distorting of 
the traditional reading of the Vedic text. (3) The third text quoted is that 
—f one performing the Agnihotra happens to utter an Apashabda, he 
shall perform the Sarasvati-Iasti, in expiation of this’,—where ‘apashabda’ 
has been taken to mean ‘corrupt or wrong word’. But this lays down the 
Expiatory Rite only as to be performed by one who happens to tell a lie, 
or distort a Vedic text, or to pronounce a word of foreign origin, and it has 
nothing to do with the uttering of words not sanctioned by the comparati- 
vely modern rules of Grammar.” (Zantra-Va. Trs., 269-270.) 

“The greatest authorites on the Science of Grammar are found to 
have made use of ungrammatical words and expressions ; even in the works 
of Paftini, Katyayana and Patafjali, we meet with many ungrammatical 
expressions. Tor instance,—(a) we have the Sira (Panini 1.4.30)—‘Ja- 
nikaruth prakytih ; where we find two grammatical mistakes ;—(1) the 
term ‘ani’ stands for the root ‘jan’ (to produce ) ; and it is in connection 
with the ‘karla (creator) of this root that the Sutra evidently prescribes 
the use of the Ablative Ending ; which is absurd; as the said ending can 
be attached to the term—not to the creator of it. (2) The second mistake 
in this Swéra is that the compound ‘Janikartuh’ itself is ungrammatical ; 
as it is a direct infringement of Panini’s Siira 2.2.15. which lays down that 
there can be no compounding with nouns ending in ‘trch’and ‘aka’ affixes ; 
and here we have the compounding of the term ‘Karty’? which contains the 
‘rch’ affix. In Katyayana’s Vartika also, we meet with the sentence 
arigaverer sifraraacam freq; where the compound is ungrammatical 
—hbeing an infringement of Panini’s Siitra 2.2.15; as the term ‘Vachaka’ 
ends in the ‘aka’ affix and as such is uncompoundable under the said Sutra. 
In Patafijali’s Bhasya also, we meet with the expression afaxfararat; 
which is an Tatpurusa compound containing’ within itself a Dvandva com- 
pound ; tle whole compound being expounded as afaaa afaaea ‘afactany 
—afacet: waa afarfaeraaa; and in this it was absolutely 
necessary to delete in the former compoundt he Nominative Termination 
in ‘avih’, in accordance with Panini’s Si. 2.4.71; but this has not been 
done. The correct form of the expression would be aeafaqratat. 

“As regards the uses of the science of Grammar, the Mahabhasya has 
described several uses, the chief of which are taT-7e-AMTA —SY—SAS. 
These have been thus explained :—(a) Preservation, of the Veda. It is 
argued that the text of the Veda is preserved, guarded, against corruption, 
by the laws of Grammar.—As a matter of fact however, what really prese- 
tves the Vedic texts is the work of the teachers and their pupils. The 
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Vedic texts or their order of sequence have nothing to gain from Grammar ; 
they have been preserved from corruption so far by the care and devotion 
and the strict discipline under which it is read and studied. (b) The se- 
cond use ascribed to Grammar is Uha, ‘Conjectural Modification’ ;—for 
example, there is a Mantra used in offereing, which contains the name of 
the substance offered —Vrihi-corn for instance; when the same Mantra 
comes to be used in connection with an offering, where the substance offered 
is Nwvaracorn,—not Vrihi—then the relevant word in the Mantra ‘is modi- 
fied’, changed ; (vide Mimamsa-Sii. 9.3.1.2). It has been argued by the 
Grammarian that the exact form of this ‘modification’ can be determined 
only with the help of Grammar. As a matter of fact however, the rules 
of Grammar do not help in this matter at all; the exact form of the Modi- 
fication is determined by other means, through the Veda itself. In fact 
the rules of Grammar, having been made by men, can never have an autho- 
rity in matters relating to Dharma in general, and to the Veda text in parti- 
cular. (c) The third use ascribed to Grammar is ‘agama’ ‘scripture’ ; and 
what is mearit is that Grammar has been included under ‘scriptures’, where 
the ‘Scripture’ has been defined as including the ‘Six Subsidiaries’ and Gra- 
mmar is one of these Six. In reality, however, Grammar has no claim to 
be regarded as one of the ‘Six Subsidiary Sciences’ ; and when the ‘Scrip- 
ptures’ are described as containing ‘the Six Subsidiaries’, what are meant 
are the Six Means of Interpretation, consisting of (1) Shruti (Direct Asser- 
tion), (2) Linga (Indicative Word), (3) Vahkya (Syntactican Connection), 
(4) Prakarana (Context), (5) Sthana (Order of Sequence and (6) Samakhya 
(Name), and not Shiksd, Kalpa and the rest. The Vedic Injunction which 
enjoins the study of the ‘Six Subsidiaries’ distinctly asserts that such study 
does not bring about any Results ; hence the assertion in the Mahdbhasya 
that ‘the knowledge of Grammar is Dharma’ ; or the assertion of Katya- 
yana that ‘the using of words in accordance with the Rules of Grammar 
brings prosperity’—cannot but be rejected as being contrary to the said 
Vedic Injunction. (d) The Fourth use attributed to Grammar is mentioned 
as ‘Laghw’ ; which means that Grammar helps to simplify the process of 
differentiating the correct from the incorrect forms of words. This claim 
is entirely unfounded; as a matter of fact all that Grammatical works 
do is to point out the forms of words that are already known,—and they 
do this by means of an endlessly complicated process of queer roots and 
affixes and terminations. And yet there are very few students who can 
rightly apply all this elaborate process to words when actually using them. 
Thus instead of ‘simplifying’, Grammar tends only to confound and 
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complicate the use of words. (e) The fifth use claimed for Grammar is spoken 
of as ‘Asandeha’, which is taken to mean that Grammar helps in removing 
doubts relating to the exact meaning of Vedic texts. This claim also is 
not well founded ; because Grammar does not in any way help us to ascer- 
tain the meaning of words or sentences; in fact it deals merely with the 
verbal form of words and has no bearing on their exact signification. 


“The Mahabhasya has quoted a number of Vedic texts which, it ex- 
plains, indicate the usefulness of Grammar. But every one of them is ca- 
pable of other and more rational explanations. For instance, the Vedic 
text speaks of ‘the fowr kinds of speech, which alone are used by learned 
Brahmanas’, and this has been taken as referring to the four kinds of words 
—Nouns, Verbs, Prefixes and Nipatas ; and it has been argued that the 
right knowledge of these can be obtained only through Grammar. AS a 
matter of fact however the ‘four kinds of speech’ stands for the four forms, 
or stages of speech—Para, Pashyanti, Madhyamaé and Vatkhart. 

“Thus then, Grammar is found to consist in random and contradic- 
tory statements, and to be devoid of any basis in the Veda; and as such 
it is entirely useless. 


“Grammar thus being found to be useless, there can be no point in 
regulating our usage of words according to the rules of Grammar. Hence 
the conclusion is that all the words—the original Sanskrit as well as the 
corrupt Vernacular—can equally express things and ideas and hence one 
or the other may be used optionally.” 

In answer to above Prima Facie View the Established Conclusion 
is as follows, as embodied in Sutras 25—29 :—The view that all the words 
in question—Sanskrit and Vernacular—are similar words having the same 
meaning and all have an unbroken tradition behind them, is not correct. 
Because such a view can be held only on the strength of the fact that we 
find all of them—even the corrupt Vernacular ones—bringing about the 
cognition of the things denoted. But this phenomenon can be explained 
as coming about through the correct Sanskrit word itself, which is recalled 
to the mind by its similarity to the corrupt Vernacular word pronounced. 
That is, for instance, when the Vernacular word ‘gai’ is pronounced, it 
brings to our mind the correct Sanskrit word ‘Gauh’, which latter in its turn, 
brings about the cognition of the animal denoted. Thus the conclusion 
is that among all these words, there is only one—the correct Sanskrit word 
Gauk’—which is Eternal ‘and really expressive. In case of the several 
Sanskrit synonyms—like the words ‘hasta’, ‘kara, pani’—the connection 
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of every one of these with the denotation is equally eternal; such being 
the teaching of authoritative teachers, according to whom all these words 


are grammatically correct, while the Vernacular words like “gavi"’, ‘gont, 
etc., are not grammatically correct. (Si. 26 and Bha. Trs., p. 113.) 


On this point, the truth can be ascertained only through close atten- 
tion,—and through the application of certain general principles ((Si. 27) 
The number of words being endless, it is not possible to read up and collect 
all of them; hence for the purpose of indicating all correct word-forms, 
the only means that we have at our command is the laying down of certain 
broad general principles and definitions that would take in all the correct 
word-forms. It is exactly this that is done by the Science of Grammar; 
while this is of great use to us in the ascertaining of both correct and incorrect 
words. It is not as has been supposed that the expressiveness of words is 
dependent upon Grammar, As a matter of fact, this expressiveness of words 
is actually cognised in day to day experience ; and it is only when it is found 
that correct and incorrect words have been mixed up in usage, that the, 
Grammatical Rules step in to help us in distinguishing the correct word 
from its corruptions. (Yantra-Va. Trs., p. 305). As a matter of fact, 
(a) we cannot think of any point of time when the grammatical laws did 
not exist ;—(b) we find Vedic texts supplying the requisite basis for all the 
six Elements of Grammar—viz., (1) the Etymology of words, (2) correct 
word-forms, (3) injunctions to use only correct words, (4) actual use of such 
words, (5) prohibition of incorrect word-forms, and (6) avoidance, in practice, 
of such word-forms. All these therefore are accepted as being beginning- 
less. . Then again, common people are unable to distinguish the expressive 
from the inexpressive word ; and it is only the Rules of Grammar that can 
help us to do this. Thus both Grammar and Usage conjointly enable us to 
find out the truly expressive word. And in cases where there is conflict 
between Usage and Grammatical Rules, the latter has to be regarded as 
superior ; because as Smyti it is more authoritative than Usage, (see above). 
—(Lantra-Va. Trs., pp. 306-307.) 

It is not fair to deny to Grammar the title of ‘Shastra’, ‘Scripture’, 
when, in its commonly accepted conventional sense, this term includes all 
the fourteen Sciences, Vidyds, among whom Grammar is also included. 
Being a “Shastra? — Grammar stands on the same footing as ‘Smrti’ ; hence 
its authoritative character cannot be denied. (Zbid., p. 317.) 


As declared in the Vadrtika (of Katyayana), the use of Grammar lies 
in the laying down of certain restrictions which help in the fulfilling of 
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Dharma ; the two restrictions laid down by it are :—(1) that one should use 
only correct forms of words, the knowledge and using of such words leading 
the person to Heaven ; this is a restriction which is laid down in the Veda 
also; and (2) that such words are correct; this restriction occuring in 
Grammar alone. (Ibid., p. 319.) 


(L) Worps 1n THE VEDA ARE THE SAME AS THOSE IN ORDINARY Usace. 
Sitras 1.3. 30—835. 


The correctness of the Word is to be ascertained with the help of Gra- 
mmar. But what we are concerned with is what is it that the word expresses. 
Tn a rough manner we know what is expressed by words in our common 
parlance. But we are considering the means of knowing Dharma ; and the 
Veda and Smyti have been found to be the reliable source of information 
on this point. In order to find out therefore the exact meaning of Veda 
and Smyti texts, we have to see what is the exact denotation of words. This 
we have already discussed under Verbal Cognition, where we have seen that 
what the word denotes is the Universal or Class. This is one part of the 
Topic discussed under Si. 30—35. But as a preliminary to this it has been 
considered whether the word found in the Veda, and the meaning expressed 
by it there—are the same as in common parlance. This is necessary because 
the conclusion that words denote Universals has been deduced from facts 
of common experience, whose bearing upon Veda and upon Dharma is open 
to question. 


The question thus to be considered is—(a) Are the words found in the 
Veda the same as those used in common parlance or different ?  (b) Are they 
denotative of the same things as in common parlance? (Bhasya Trs. p. 116.) 


The Prima Facie View is that the words and their meanings in the 
Veda must be different from those in common parlance. Because they are 
named differently and their forms also are different. The words in the Veda 
are named ‘yaidika’ while others are called ‘lawkika’ ;—in the Veda we find 
that the word ‘Agni’ denotes Indra and as such must be different from the 
word ‘Agni’ denoting Fire in common parlance ;—similarly we find the Veda 
cree of ‘deva-go’—the Cow of the Heaven—moving on its back ; this 
‘go’ therefore must be different from the ordinary cow which moves on its 
legs ; and so on in several eases. (Bhasya Trs., p. 116.) 


The Established Conclusion is that the words in the Veda must be the 
same as those in common parlance and the things expressed by them also 
must be the same; because thus alone are Injunctions possible—says Sa. 30. 
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If the two sets of words and their meanings were different then we eould 
not understand the Vedic Injunctions, which thus would fail in their purpose. 
Another reason is that as a matter of fact there is no differentiation between 
the two sets of words (Siitra). That is, we do not perceive any difference 
between the words in the Veda and those in common parlance; similarly 
we find the same meaning denoted by both. As for the few stray instances 
cited above, they can be easily explained. (Bhasya Trs., p. 117.) 


Kumarila is not satisfied with the limited scope given to the Topic 
by the manner in which the Prima Facie View has been set forth in the 
Bhasya ; by this the usefulness of the whole Topic becomes very much 
circumscribed. He therefore states the Prima Facie View as follows :—‘‘In 
as much as we find that the words of the Veda differ from those of common 
parlance, on the points—(1) that the formers are to be read in a prescribed 
manner of accentuation, etc., not so the latter,—(2) that the verbal forms 
of the words and sentences in the Veda are irrevocably fixed, while the 
latter are variable.—(3) that the names and forms of the two are different.— 
we conclude that all the words used in the Veda are entirely different from 
those in common parlance.” (Lantra-VG. Trs., p. 326.) 

The form of the Established Conclusion however remains the same as 


before—that the words used in the Veda, as also the things denoted by them, 
are the same as those in common parlance. (Ibid.) 


On p. 353 (Trs.) Kumarila has emphasised his view that the difference 
between the two sets must be held to be based upon accentuation and such 
other details,—not upon denotations. 


CHAPTER XXII 
WHAT ARE THE ACTS THAT CONSTITUTE ‘DHARMA’ ? 


(A) Iyrropuctory. 


In Discourse I, Jaimini has dealt with the Means of knowing Dharma, 
—what should be done. Firstly, it has been shown that the Vedic Injun- 
ction is the best and most directly reliable Means of knowing it ;—secondly 
that the character of such Means belongs—somewhat remotely,—also to 
the Declamatory Vedic Texts, the Vedic Mantra-Teats, the Vedic Names, 
as also to Smyti, and Usage. Thus the first discourse has supplied the full 
answer to the question—‘What are the reliable Means of obtaining Know- 
ledge of Dharma?’ In answering this question in detail, it has also been 
shown that the true character of Dharma belongs to such actions as—(a) 
the Agnihotra and the like—which are directly enjoined in the Vedic In- 
junctive texts,—(b) the Astaka and the like,—which are laid down in the 
Smrti,—(c) the Hélaka and the like,—as established by Usage and Custom, 
and so forth. But so far, these few actions have been mentioned only by 
way of illustration, bringing out the general principles of interpretation 
there-in discussed ; and the detailed consideration of the particular character 
of the enjoined acts was left over for the second Discourse. 

Thus the second Discourse supplies the detailed answer to the second 
question—‘What are the acts that constitute Dharma ?” 

It is necessary now to consider what enjoined Acts are Primary and 
what are Secondary or Subsidiary ; and to this end, it is necessary to consi- 
der what Acts are different and what non-different ; this is the subject-matter 
—none other—of the Second Discourse. (Bhdsya, Trs., p. 167.) 

On this Kumarila (Tantra-Va. Trs., p. 467) has the following remarks : 
—What is explained in the present Discourse is that one Action is known 
to be different from another on account of the two being mentioned by two 
different words ;—and it is in the wake of difference among the Acts that 
we have an explanation of difference among the Apirvas resulting from the 
Acts ; and lastly, it is for ascertaining which is the Action that brings about 
the Apirva that we have the consideration of division of Actions into “Pri- 
mary’ and ‘Secondary’ or ‘Subsidiary’, That is to say, (1) Difference among 
Actions is the natural direct subject-matter of the Discourse ;—(2) with 
a view to establish this difference among Actions, it is necessary to consider 
the question of difference among the Apirvas brought about by the Actions ; 

29 ; 
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—(8) thus far it might appear that all Acts bring about Apirvas ; hence 
comes the necessity of differentiating among Actions, as to which are Pri- 
mary and which Subsidiary, because as a general principle the Apirva is 
brought about by the Primary Act. This matter of Primary and Subsi- 
diary acts has been dealt with only briefly in this Discourse ; its detailed 
consideration forms the subject-matter of the Third Discourse. 

Prabhakara, ever anxious to turn all discussions to the Vedic text 
itself, propounds the question in the form—What are the several texts that 
enjoin the several acts constituting Dharma ?—According to him 
therefore, the subject-matter of the present Discourse consists of 
difference among the texts enjoining the several acts,-not the difference 
among the Acts themselves ;—these Jatter being regarded as different clearly 
on the ground of the different texts enjoining them. 

The above view of Prabhakara has been criticised by the followers 
of Kumarila, according to whom the subject-matter of the Discourse consists 
directly of Difference among Actions themselves, and the other matters that 
come in are only those that are directly or indirectly connected with that 
same subject. 


Before proceeding with this main subject of Difference among Actions, 
the Satra deals with certain matters whose consideration is essential for 
that main question. We have seen how the main point that may mark 
out one Action as different from another is the Apirva or Transcendental 
Effect resulting from them. A preliminary enquiry therefore is necessary 
on the following questions :—(1) Is there any such thing as the said Aparva? 
(This is dealt with under Si. 5)—(2) Which is the particular word in the 
Injunctive text to which the Apurva resulting from the enjoined act is 
related? (This is dealt with under Sutras 1—4). (3) Division of Actions 
into Primary and Subsidiary. (Dealt. with under Si. 6—8). 


(B) ApOrva. 


As regards question (1)—Is there any such thing as Aparva—it has 
been dealt with under Su. 2.1.5, which starts off with the Hstablished Con- 
clusion—‘There is Apirva because Action is enjoined’ ;—leaving the Prima 
Facie View represented by the question itself. 

The Established Conclusion has been thus explained in the Bhasya 
(Trs., p. 175). There must be such a thing as Apurva,—because Action 
is enjoimed—in such injunctions as “Desiring Heaven, one should perform 
Sacrifice’. If there were no such thing as Apirva, such an injunction would 
be meaningless ; because the Sacrifice itself is something perishable,—and 
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if it were to perish without bringing into existence something else, then the 
Result, in the shape of ‘Heaven’, could never come about. From this it 
follows that the act of Sacrifice does bring about something—some Force 
or Potency—which continues to exist and operate till the final Result— 
‘Heaven’—is accomplished. The act of Sacrifice itself cannot and does 
not continue to exist after it has itself been accomplished; and because 
the Act is perishable, it must be taken as bringing into existence some 
such Potency as ‘Apirea’ which leads on to the Result. (Bhasya) 

The Prima Facie Veiw on this question has been thus elaborated by 
Prabhakara (Brhati, MS., p. 47B)—“The Injunction imparted by the In- 
junctive Word only ugres the Agent to the performance of a certain action, 
and not towards anything desired by him ;—the Action is something ephe- 
meral, and cannot be present immediately before the attainment of the re- 
sult by the Agent ;—hence, in order to meet these difficulties, we must 
accept the Sacrifice itself to be either everlasting, or capable of bringing 
about a certain potency or faculty in the Agent, or the favours of the Deity, 
and there can be no justification for assuming any such thing as Apiirva.” 

In answer to the above Prima Facie View, Prabhakara continues— 
At the very outset you commit a mistake in assuming that the Injunctive 
Word prompts the Agent to Action : while what the Injunction really does 
is to prompt him to Activity or Exertion ; and the particular act denoted 
by the root of the Injunctive Word is only the object of that Activity or Exe- 
rtion. Thus then, what is denoted by the Injunctive Sentence is the ‘Niyoga’, 
the Mandatory Force,—this Mandate prompts the man to Hzertion pertain- 
ing to some sort of action denoted by the verbal root. The assumption 
that the Act itself is everlasting is contrary to all evidence. The Soul 
also, by its very omnipresence must be inactive ; hence the immediate cause 
of the Result cannot be something abiding in the Soul. 


The whole of this matter has been put clearly, from the Prabhakara 
point of view, in the Prakaranapanchiké (pp. 185 et. seq.) ;—from which 
we learn as follows :-— 


There can be no doubt as to the evanescent character of the Sacrifice 
itself; it is borne out by common experience. Nor can the Sacrifice be 
regarded as laid down for the purpose of securing the favours of the Deity, 
as there is no evidence to support this idea. As a matter of fact also, 
Sacrifices are never performed for that purpose; the Deity is there only 
as a hypothetical Entity postulated as the recipient of the Sacrificial Offer- 
ing; and there can be no pleasing or displeasing of such an Entity. Nor 
can we accept the view that the verbal root with the Injunctive Affix 
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expresses an Action tending toproduce, in the Agent, acertain Faculty which 
is the immediate cause of the final result. Though this is the view favoured 
by Kumarila, it has not been accepted by Prabhakara, as there is no reason 
for the postulating of any such Faculty in the Agent. That the Act of 
Sacrifice produces any such Faculty in the Agent is not proved either by 
Perception or by Inference, or even by Scripture,—there being no Vedic 
text asserting such a Faculty. Specially as we find that the act (of Sacrifice) 
is brought about by the Exertion (or Activity) of the Agent ; and therefore 
the causal potency must reside in this Hzertion, which Ezertion, therefore, 
should be what is expressed by the Injunctive Word. The appearance of 
the Faculty in question might be said to be proved by Presumption, based 
upon the consideration that the Action cannot be the cause of the Final 
Result, without some such Faculty lasting during the time intervening 
between the completion of the Act and the appearance of the Result. But 
what this Presumption can point to is only some such Faculty in the Act 
itself, not in the Acting Agent, 

The whole matter of this “Apwrva’ and ‘Niyoga’ is thus expounded 
in Prakaranapafichika (p. 187); Satra 1.1.2 has shown that what the In- 
junctive Sentence denotes is the ‘Karya,’ something to be effected ;—(2) in 
the beginning of Discourse VI, the Sutra has shown that, of this Karya, 
denoted by the Injunctive Sentence, the Niyojya,—i.e., the person prompted 
to effect or bring about that Karya,—is one who is desirous of acquiring 
for himself some desirable result in the shape of Heaven or some such thing, 
— hich is thus related to the said Karya :—(3) in the Bédaryadhikarana 
(Sa. 3.1.3) it has been proved that it is the Karya that is the direct cause 
of the appearance of the Desirable Result, which is desired by, and hence 
qualifies, the prompted person 3—(4) in the Devatadhikarana (Si. 9.1.9), 
the Bhasya has shown that the Karya, which is to be effected is not the act ; 
as the Act can never be the Direct cause of the Desired Result ; nor could 
it be held to lead to the Result through the favour of the Deity to whom 
the Sacrifice is offered : nor can it be regarded as leading to the Result thro- 
ugh a certain potency in the Agent himself ; and yet it is well-known that 
either the Act itself, or some Potency subsisting therein, does not last long 
enough to bring about the Result directly. (5) In the Apirvadhikarana 
(2.1.5), we have the final conclusion led up to by all the above Adhikaranas : 
viz., That which is denoted by the Injunctive affix is the ‘Karya’—some- 
thing to be effected—which inheres in the Agent, the perosn prompted by 
the Injunction, in relation to whom the said ‘Karya’ is indicated ;—as this 
‘Karya’ is not cognisable by any of the ordinary Means of Knowledge, it has 
been called ‘Apirva’, something new, not known before. The connection 
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of this ‘Karya’ with the Agent and the Action (of Sacrifice, for instance) 
may be thus traced :—The ‘Karya’ by its very nature is something brought 
about by Kyti, or operation,—and this operation is none other than the 
Ezertion of the Agent. In the Bhavarthadhikarana (2.1.1) again, it is shown 
that no such Ezertion is possible independently of some act denoted by 
the verbal root. Thus what the Injunctive Sentence denotes in this conne- 
ction is the Niyoga, prompting or mandate, relating to that Act. This Act, 
thus being the object of the Prompting, comes to be spoken of as the ‘In- 
strument’ by which that Prompting is accomplished, as shown under Si. 
3.1.3. Even though the said Karya is brought into existence at a time 
other than the appearance of the final Result, yet, in as much as it is inse- 
parably related to the Prompted Agent,—in whom the desire for the Re- 
sult subsists,—there is nothing incongruous in regarding that Karya as 
the direct cause of the Final Result. This ‘Karya’ has been called ‘Apirva’ 
by the Bhdsya, by reason of its being something new to all other Means of 
knowledge, save the Injunctive Sentence. The name given to it by Pra- 
bhakara is ‘Niyoga’ Prompting, Mandatory Force, on account of the fact 
that it acts as an incentive to the prompted person (Niyojya) and makes 
him put forth an Ezertion towards the action denoted by the verbal root 
contained in the Injunctive Word. This ‘Karya’ or ‘Niyoga’ is denoted, 
neither by the verbal root, nor by the Injunctive Affix, nor by any other 
single word in the Injunctive Sentence; it is denoted by that Sentence 
asawhole. All other necessary factors being expressed by the several words 
in the Sentence,—what the Senttence as a whole denotes is the said Niyoga 
or Mandatory Force as related to the Prompted Person denoted by some 
other word in the Sentence,—mentioning the Result, the desirer of which 
is the Prompted Person. That the Niyoga or Prompting is thus expressed 
by the Sentence as a whole is also proved by the fact that the general rule 
is that, that which is the principal factor made known by the Sentence 
constitutes the ‘meaning’ of that Sentence ; and there is no doubt that of 
all the factors made known by the Sentence, the said Niyoga or Prompting 
is the most important. Even though the Final Result has all the appeara- 
nee of the most important factor, yet it is the Niyoga that is really so; 
and the Result also has to be regarded as subservient to the Niyoga, in veiw 
of the fact that the Result comes in as one of the factors necessary for the 
making up of the full Niyoga. That is to say, the Niyoga cannot be true 
Niyoga or Prompting until there is a Niyojya, the Person Prompted to Bxer- 
tion ; as unless there is Zzertion, the Niyoga does not attain its full character ; 
then again without the Agent, there can be no ezertion ;—and lastly, it is 
only the Person desiring the Result issuing from the Action who is entitled 
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to its performance. Thus indirectly, through the Agent, the Result beco- 
mes a necessary factor in the Niyoga itself. This relation between the 
Niyoga and the Result is similar to that between the Master and the Ser- 
vant; without the ‘Servant’, the Master cannot be a true ‘master’, and 
yet it is the Master who is the more important person of the two. 


The Prakaranapaftchika raises an interesting question here :—‘The 
Niyoga, the Prompting or Mandatory Force, is an effect ; hence it must be 
evanescent, like the Action itself; if then the Action cannot be the direct 
cause of the Result, on account of its evanescence, then the same may be 
said of the Niyoga also”. 


This same objection applies to the Apirva also, as propounded by 
the Bhatta. The author himself is unable to provide a satisfactory answer. 
All that he says is that the Niyoga or Prompting does not bring about the 
Result, immediately on its own appearance ; in its action towards the bring- 
ing about of the Reslut, it stands in need of certain auxiliaries which are 
not always available ; and until the appearance of these auxiliaries the Re- 
sult cannot appear. This explanation does not meet the difficulty that 
the Niyoga itself cannot, and does not, exist at the time that the Result 
appears. He has explained in another place that it is through the Prom- 
pted Agent that the Niyoga, appearing at the present time, brings about 
the Result at a future time. This however is as much as to say that the 
Niyoga produces something in the Agent, which something brings about the 
Result. This would practically be the Bhdtta view, by which the Action 
produces a certain Faculty or Potency, in the Agent which Faculty leads 
to the Final Result. In fact, the Prabhakara assumes a Niyoga intervening 
between the Result and the Something lasting produced by the Niyoga, 
he does not call it ‘Faculty’; Samskara’, like Kumarila ; but it comes to the 
same thing. Shdlikandtha has tried to meet the difficulty by calling in 
the aid of Adrsta, Destiny ; he says that it is only when the Niyoga is aided 
by Adrsta, Destiny ; that it brings the Final Result. 


Another question arising in this connection is that, what has been 
said above may be all right so far as those acts are concerned which have 
been enjoined as leading to desirable results, but how would it apply to 
those which have been enjoined as compulsory, without reference to any 
results, or to those that have been forbidden,—7.e., whose non-performance 
has been enjoined? The answer to this is that in the exposition of the 
Niyoga, the desire for the Result has been brought in only as something whose 
presence in the Agent enables and entitles him to perform the Act. In 
the case of those actions that have been enjoined as compulsory, as to be 
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performed throughout life,—any person who is endowed with life, is entitled 
to the performance of the acts ; so that the title and character of the Agent 
become duly accomplished ; and this is all that is necessary for the Expla- 
nation of the Niyoga. 


Under Kumarila’s view (Lantra-Va. Trs. p. 504), the Apurva is ‘a 
potency, in the Principal Action, or in the Agent, which did not exist prior 
to the performance of that Action, and whose existence is proved by the 
authority of the Scriptures’. Before their performance, there is in the 
Scarifices themselves, in the first instance, an incapacity to lead any one to 
Heaven,—and in the second place, in the Agent, an incapacity to attain 
Heaven ;—both these incapacities become set aside by the performance of 
the Sacrifice ;—this performance also produces a Potency or Capacity by 
virtue of which Heaven is attained ;—to this capacity, we apply the name 
Apitrva. The proof of the existence of such an Apiirva lies in Presumption, 
based upon the fact that without some such Capacity or Potency, Vedic 
texts are wholly inexplicable. For instance, there are many Vedic texts 
asserting that certain Sacrifices lead the Sacrificer to Heaven ;—the idea 
being that he goes to Heaven, not indeed immediately on the completion of 
the Sacrifice, but after the performer’s death. The question then arises 
that, as a general rule, the Effect comes into existence either while its Cause 
is still present, or immediately after the Cause has ceased to exist ; but in 


the case in question, the Sacrifice ceases to exist at the persent moment, 


while the attainment of Heaven comes ten or twelve or more years later. 
This can be explained only by the hypothesis that the Sacrifice, on its 
completion, produces directly a certain potency or faculty in the Agent, 
which resides in him, like several other faculties, throughout life, at the end 
of which it leads him to Heaven. Without some such intervening Potency 
or Faculty,—as the connecting link between the Sacrifice and its Result— 
the causal relation between these two cannot be explained. Apirva thus 
is nothing more than a Force set in motion by the Action of Sacrifice, this 
Force being the Direct Instrument whereby, sooner or later, the Action brings 
about the Result. There is nothing incongruous in this hypothesis; as 
every action is found to set going certain forces, either in a substance, or in 
persons connected with the Substance ; and the Force thus set going brings 
about the Result, as soon as it reaches its full development with the aid of 
attendant auxiliaries. 


This whole process is thus systematically stated in the Nyayamala- 
vistara :— 
(1) The Sentence—‘One desiring Heaven should perform Sacrifices’— 
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lays down the fact that the act of Sacrifice is instrumental in the 
bringing about of the attainment of Heaven. 

(2) Then there arises the question—How can the Sacrifice, which 
ceases to exist at the moment that its performance is complete, 
bring about the Result, at a much later time ? 

(3) The answer to this is that the Sacrifice brings about the Final 
Result through the Agency of the Force called ‘Apirva’. 

(4) A further question arises—How is this Apirva brought into 
existence ? 

(5) The answer is —By the performance of the Sacrifice. 

In all simple sacrifices there is a single Aparva bringing about a single 

Result. But there are cratian elaborate Sacrifices which are highly complex, 
being made up of a number of Subsidiary Sacrifices ; such for instance, as 
the Dursha-Pirnamdsa of Sacrifice. In all such Sacrifices, there are as 
a rule, four kinds of Apiirva :—(1) The Phalapirva, the Productive Potency, 
that which leads to the Result directly, and as such, is the immediate cause 
of the Result ;—(2) the Samudayapirva, the Collective Force ;—in the 
Darsha-Piirnamasa Sacrifices the three main Sacrifices performed on 
the Moonless day form one group, and the three performed on the Full-Moon 
day, another group ; each of these two groups, occuring at different points 
of time, could not have a single Apirva ; hence each group should have a 
distinct Apirva of its own,—the two Apirvas combining to produce the 
final Phalaparva ;—each of these two distinct Apirvas is called ‘Samuda- 
yapirva’, ‘Collective Apiirva’,—as brought about by a group of three Sacri- 
fices. (3) The Utpattyapurva,— —‘Tnitial Apirva ; 7. e., the three Apirvas 
following from each of the three Sacrifices constituting the first group of 
the Darsha-Pirnamasa, and the three following from the three Sacrifices 
constituting the second group. (4) Angapurva—Each of these Sacrifices is 
made up of a number of minor acts, each of which, in its turn, brings about 
an Apiurva of its own, through which it helps the main Sacrifice in bringing 
about its Result. 


(C) To Waar Worp IS THE ApOrva RELATED 2 


The second question is—Which is the particular word in the Injunctive 
text to which the Apdrva resulting from the enjoined act is related,—and 
which would, on that account, indicate the difference or non-difference among 
the Apirvas, and thence also among the Acts themselves? This question 
has been dealt with under Si. 2. 1. 1—4. 

The Bhasya (Trs. p. 168) begins with a preliminary enquiry; the 
question being—Is a different Dharma enjoined by each one of the words 
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in the Injunctive text ? Or is a single Dharma enjoined by the Sentence as 
a whole 2—The Prima Facie View is that—‘‘A distinct Dharma is enjoined 
by each one of the words.” —The Established Conclusion is that one text 
enjoins only one Dharma as bringing about the Apirva. 


Then the question arises—Which is that one word which lays down 
Dharma and to which the resultant Apirva is related? Is it related to the 
Nouns (denoting Substances and Qualities) ? or to Verbs (denoting Actions) ? 
The answer to this question is contained in the Bhavarthadhikarana of the 
Sutras (2.1.1-4). The Prima Facie View is that the Apurva is related to both 
Nouns and Verbs. The Established Conclusion is as follows :—That the 
resultant cannot be related to the Noun follows from the very nature of 
Nouns ; Nouns are the names of things that are already accomplished entities, 
and do not stand in need of anything else,—being self-sufficient themselves 
(Si. 3). That word, on the other hand, to which the Resultant is related 
must be something that is yet to be accomplished, and as such stands in need 
of such Apirvas as would help in its accomplishment. It is only Verbs that 
are found to be expressive of what does not already exist at the time, but 
has got to be accomplished with the help of certain agencies. And in as much 
as the Apirva is also something yet to be accomplished it stands to reason 
that it should be related to the Verb. 


As to how the Apirva is related to the Verb, this may be thus explained : 
Every Verb in an Injunctive Sentence is found to be made up of a verbal root 
and the Injunctive Affix. This affix denotes what has been called the ‘Vidhi’ 
or ‘Bhavana’, which stands for the activity of the Agent towards bringing into 
existence what has to come into existence. For instance, the Injunctive Affix 
in the Injunctive verb ‘Yajeta’ means that the Agent should have recourse 
to an activity towards the bringing about of what is to be brought into 
existence, in the shape of the Sacrifice, which is denoted by the verbal root 
in the same word, ‘Yajeta’. This is what has been called ‘Arthi Bhavana. 
[For details about this Bhavand, the reader is refered to what has gone 
before just before the section on Arthavada Teats.] 


In connection with this subject, the question has been raised as to 
whether Verbs are always injunctive of action—Primary or Subsidiary—or 
sometimes they serve other purposes also? The conclusion on this point is 
that in many cases, where the Verb cannot, under the peculiar circumstances, 
enjoin an Act, it has to be regarded as merely expressive of a certain act 
which it serves to recall as being the one at the performance of which the 
text in which the Verb occurs can serve a useful purpose by being recited. 

30 
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As this is found to be the case with Mantras mostly, the Bhasya has put 
forward the view that Mantras are never purely injunctive. (See above, 
Section on Mantras). 


(D) Diviston or Acts nro Primary AND SuBSID\ ARY. 

The general law having been established, that every act enjoined in 
the Veda brings about an Apirva, the Siitras (2. 1. 6—8) proceed to note 
certain exceptions ; which leads to the division of Acts into Primary and 
Subsidiary. The chief basis of this distinction has been thus explained :— 
Every Act is related to some material Substance ; hence this Substance has 
been regarded as serving the visible purpose of accomplishing the Act. 
In certain cases, the act mentioned turns upon itself and imparts an aid to 
the material Substance ; for instance, in the case of the act of Threshing, 
which serves to clean the corn ;—while in some cases, the Act rests upon 
itself entirely, its sole purpose being its own fulfilment; for example, a 
Sacrificial Performance. In this latter case, there naturally arises a desire 
in the mind of the Agent to now what useful purpose would be served by 
the Act in question ; and when no visible purpose is found to be served, 
we have to assume a transcendental Result in the shape of the Apurva. 

- Where, on the other hand, the Act is found to serve a distinctly visible 
purpose—e.g., the threshing serving to clean the corn, there can be no justi- 
fication for assuming any transcendental Result; specially when the In- 
junction of the Act is fully justified by the visible end. From the above 
distinction it follows that—those acts that wre not meant to be productive (or 
preparatory) of material Substances are ‘Primary’ Acts,—because the material 
Substance is a sub-ordinate factor —(St.. 7). The reason for these Acts being 
regarded as Primary is that, as they do not produce any material 
Substance, nor do they produce any peculiarity in the Substance already 
extant, they cannot but be regarded as bringing about transcendental Results. 
On the dther hand—Those Acts that are meant to be productive or preparatory 
of a Material Substance are to be regarded as ‘Subsidiary’, because in regard 
to these, the Material Substance is the dominant factor —(Si. 8). To this 
latter class belong all such acts as the Consecration of the Sacrificial Fire, 
the Appointment of Priests to officiate at Sacrifices, the threshing and grind- 


ing of Corns and so forth. 


It may be noted here that this distinction of Acts into ‘Pradhdna’; 
Primary, and ‘Guna, Subsidiary, is quite different from the subject of 


Anga or Shésa (Auxiliary) and Angin or Shésin, (Principal) : as the former. 


distinction is applicable to Acts alone, while the latter is a relationship between 
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Acts on the one hand and Substances, Qualities and Purifications or Embel- 
lishments on the other. (See Siitra 3. 1. 1, et seq.) [See below, p. 272] 


From what has gone above it would seem that there is always an 
Apirva in connection with, and brought about by, the Act denoted by every 
verb. In order to remove this misconception, the Sitras (2. 1. 6—8 and 
9—12) have pointed out that it is not so, and that Actions have to be classed 
under two Heads—(1) Pradhana (Primary) and (2) Guna (Secondary or 
Subsidiary), and it is the Primary Act only that directly leads on to an 
Apirva, the Subsidiary Act only helps the Primary. Examples of this 
have been provided. There is the Vedic text ‘One should thump the corn’, 
where the Act of thumping is laid down; and in regard to this act, the 
Established Conclusion is that no Aparva follows this act: it serves only 
the visible purpose of removing the chaff from the grains, and thereby renders 
them better fitted for being made into the ‘Cake’ to be offered ; through this 
same visible Hffect, it helps tthe Sacrifices at which the Cake is offered ; so 
that there is no need for postulating a separate Apirva as resulting from the 
said Thumping. This act of Thumping therefore is ‘Subsidiary’ to that 
Act at which the Cake ig offered—i.e., Darsha-Pirnamasa Sacrifice, 
which thus is the ‘Primary’ Act. Similarly with the Act of washing laid 
down in the Text ‘One should wash the Sruk and other implements’ ; where 
the washing only serves to clean the Implements and render them fitter 
for use at the Acts where they are used ; it does not lead to a separate 
Aptirva of its own. 

What has been said regarding Verbs occuring in Vedic Tests being 
Injunctive of Acts might lead people to think that every verb that occurs 
in a Vedic Text enjoins an Act, and hence all Vedic texts are Injunctive. 
This idea is negatived by Sutra 2. 1. 30-31, where it is shown that every such 
verb is not Injunctive, there are many that are merely assertive or declaratory ; 
these latter are those occurring in Mantra-texts which, as a rule, are not 
injunctive (See above under Manira). 


This is followed in the Sitra by an account of ‘Mantra’. (for which 
see above). 


(E) Cuassirication oF Acts. 


Before proceeding with the subject of Difference among Acts, it 
is necessary to explain the various divisions and classifications that 
have been made among Acts. The first division of Acts is into— 
(1) Laukika, Worldly, Secular and (2) Vaidika, Superphysical, Religious, 
Spiritual. The Religious Acts are classed under three heads 3—(1) Positive 
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or proper, %.e., the Performance of an Act, (2) Negative, i.c., the avoidance 
of an Act; and (3) Positive-Negative, partaking of the character of both 
Performance and Avoidance. Another division of Religious Actsi s into— 
(1) Gunakarma, Secondary or Subsidiary Act, (2) Pradhana or Artha-karma, 
Primary, Effective, Act. Of the Positive Act, there are three main divisions 
into the three kinds of Offering’—(1) Yaga, Sacrifice, offering to a Deity, 
(2) Homa—offering into Fire (or Water), and (3) Dana, giving away, by 
waiving one’s own proprietory right over the thing in favour of another 
person.—(See Mimamsabilaprakasha, pp. 81 et seq.). Katyayana, in his 
Shrauta-Satra has drawn a further distinction between Yaga and Homa, 
by which the Yaga is the offering made by a man standing and pronouncing 
the syllable ‘Vasat’ at the end of the Mantra, while Homa is the offering 
made by the man sitting and pronouncing the syllable ‘Suaha’. A further 
division has been made among the Vedic or Religious Acts by Mimamsakas, 
into the following three classes :—(1) Kratvartha, an act helping the fulfilment 
of the Sacrifice ; under this head fall all Gunakarma, Subsidiary Acts; (2) 
Purusartha, accomplishing things desired by the Agent ; under this head fall 
all Artha-karma, Primary Acts, as directly bringing about the Apirva which 
leads to the desired Result ;—(3) Those that are neither Kratvartha nor Puru- 
sdrtha; under this falls the Rite of Fire-installation. These three heads have 
been accepted by the Bhatta (See Shastradipika, 4.1,1, Dravyarjanddhikarana 
Prabhakara however admits only the first two of these ; nor do we find any 
authority for the third either in the Bhasya or in the Tantravaytika. The 
twofold classification is based upon the Sara itself—4. 1. 1. The first of 
these, the Kratvartha Act, is of two kinds—(1) The Aradupakaraka—helping 
the Sacrifice Indirectly, through distinct subsidiary Aparvas, e.g., the Pra- 
ydjas helping the Darsha-Purnamasa ; (2) the Sannipattyopakaraka, helping 
the Sacrifice Directly, without any intervening subsidiary Apirvas. This 
Sannipattyopakaraka itself is of three kinds—(1) that which serves a visible 
purpose ; (2) that which serves an imperceptible purpose and (3) that which 
serves both visible and imperceptible purposes. The first of these again 
is of two kinds—(1) that which produces a visible effect in the Substance 
going to be used at the Sacrifice, and (2) that which produces a, visible effect 
in the Substance that has been used at the Sacrifice, this latter being called 
Pratipattikarma’, Act of Disposal. The second kind of the Sannipattyopa- 
karaka again is of three kinds—(1) Affecting the Substance that has been 
used, ¢.g., the burning of the Substances out of which the offerings have been 
made ; (2) affecting the Substance to be used, e.g., sprinkling water over the 
corn ; and (3) affecting the Substance at the time that tt is being used. Another 
division of the Kratvartha Act is into—(1) Utpatti, Productive Act, eg., 
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kneading of the dough, which produces the Cake, (2) Prapti, Obtaiming, 
securing,—e.g., milking of the Cow, whereby the milk is obtained ; and (3) 
Vikrti, Modificatory,—e.g., threshing of the Corn, which alters its appearance; 
(4) Samskyti, Purificatory, Embellishment,—e.g., sprinkling of water over 
the corn, There is yet another classification of the Vedic or Religious Act 
into the following four classes—(1) Prakyti, Archetypal, ¢.9., Agnihotra ; 
(2) Vikyti, Ectypal, e.g., the Masdagnthotra ; (3) Prakyti-Vikytt,—partaking 
of the character of both, Archetypal and Ectypal; ¢.g., the Agnisomiya, 
which is the Ectype of the Darsha-Purnamasa, but the Archetype of the 
Savaniya (See Mimamsa Sa. 8. 1. 14), and (4) Neither Archetypal nor Ectypal ; 
e.g., the Darvi-home (See last Adhikarana of Adhyaya 8). 

The most important classification of the Religious Act is into —(1) 
Nitya, Compulsory, (2) Naimittika, Contingent (Occasional), (Si. VI), and 
(3) Kamya, Prospective, performed for a particular purpose. 

The above are the divisions of the Positive Act, the Negative Act 
consists in Cessation from Activity, or Non-performance. This is of two kinds 
(1) Kratvartha, e.g., the not-holding of the \Sodashin-Vessels ; and (2) Puru- 
sartha, ¢.g., the not-killing of animals. 

The third kind of Act, which is neither Positive nor Negative is also of 
two kinds—(1) Kratvartha, e.g., the reciting of the Yeyajamaha-Mantras 
which is done at the main Sacrifice and which is not done at. the Auuyajas, 
and (2) Purusartha, e.g., the vow not to look at the Rising Sun. 


(F) Grounps or DIFFERENTIATION AMONG Acts. 

Having explained the more important classifications of Acts, we shall 
now turn our attention to the main question—What are the Means by which 
we ascertain: the difference or non-difference among Acts. 

The Bhasya (on Si. 2.1.1) has cited six means of such differentiation :— 
(1) Different Words (Under Si. 2.2.1), (2) Repetition (Under Si. 2.2.2), (8) 
Number (Under Sit. 2. 2. 21), (4) Accessory Details (Under Si. 2.2.23), (5) 
Context (Under Si. 2.3.24) and (6) Name (Under Sit. 2.2.22). 

We proceed: to explain each of them :— 

(1) Differentiation by Different Words :—When there ts a different word, 
there is a different Act, because of its special equipment—says the Siitra (2.2.1). 
There are such texts ags—(1) ‘One should Sacrifice with Soma’, (2) ‘One should 
pour the Libation into Fire, and (3) ‘Give gold to Atreya’ ; where we have 
three sentences containing three different verbs, denoting Acts. Unless 
there be reasons to the contrary, these three Acts must be different; as 
each of them has its own equipment of accessories. 
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(2) Differentiation by Repetition :—In a case where the same verb is 
used, but several times,—the Repetition of one and the same word should in- 
dicate difference among the acts’; because, of there were no difference, the repeti- 
tion would be useless. (Siitra 2.2.2), For example,—we have such texts 
as ‘Samidho  yajati—Tranviinapatam —yajati—Ido yajati-V arhiryajati- 
Svahakaram yajati,—where the same verb ‘yajati’ has been repeated five 
times. On the face of it the idea is that the verb being the same, the Acts 
denoted by them must be the same. But the Established Conclusion is that 
if one and the same act: were meant to be enjoined, then there would be no 
point in repeating the verb five times; hence the texts should be taken as 
laying down five different Sacrifices. 


(3) Differentiation by Number :—Number should be a differentiator 
among Acts,—because it is based upon separateness, says the Siitra (2. 2. 21) ; 
e.g., the text ‘One sacrifices seventeen animals dedicated to Prajapati’—lays 
down seventeen distinct acts of Sacrifice. 


(4) Differentiation by Accessory Details—such as the Deity, the Material 
or other Accessories—When a word denoting a material is related to a word 
denoting a Deity other than the one gone before, it becomes a Differentiator of 
the Acts—says the Sutra (2.2.23) ; ¢.g., the text, ‘When curd is put into hot 
milk, the milk becomes turned into curdled solids, called Amiksa, which is 
offered to the Vishvedevas,—and the liquid, the skimmed milk, is offered to 
the Bajins’—is taken as laying down two distinct offerings. 


(5) Differentiation by Conteat—We have the injunction of the com- 
pulsory daily Agnthotra in the text‘One should offer the Agnihotra’ ; and 
in a different section of the Veda we have another text enjoining the per- 
formance of the Agnihotra ‘for a month’. In this case the conclusion is that 
when the Conteat is different, the purpose must be different (Si. 2.3.24) ; so 
that the monthly Agnihotra laid down in the second text must be different 
form the daily Agnihotra laid down in the former text. 


(6) Differentiation by Name:—The Name also differentiates Acts, 
as it occurs in the orginative Injunction, says the Siitra (2.2.22) ; e.g., the text 
—‘Athaisa jyotih—atha vishvajyotih—Athaisa sarvajyotil’—ig taken as 
mentioning three different acts named respectively (1) Jyoti, (2) Vishvajyoti 
and (3) Sarvajyott. 

It is interesting to note that though difference of Conteat differentiates 
acts, difference of the Veda-Shakha is not accepted as a ground for diffe- 
rentiation : for instance, the Agnihotra is found enjoined by a text occurring 
in the Kathaka Resension. The conclusion is that the act enjoined in all 
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these texts is one and the same Agnihotra,—because there is no difference 
in connection, in purpose, in form, in injunction or in Name—says the 
Sitra (2.4.9). 

A certain commentator, says Kumarila, has accepted only four grounds 
of differentiation—(1) Different Words, (2) Different Names, (3) Different 
Accessory Details, and (4) Different Results. He has included ‘Number’ 
and ‘Repetition’ under ‘Words’, and ‘Context? under ‘Result’. This however 
is not acceptable—says Kumarila. (Lantravartika, Trs., pp. 885-886). | 


CHAPTER XXIII 


‘PRINCIPAL’ AND ‘AUXILIARY’ 


Difference among Acts having been established, the next question that 
arises is—Is every one of these Acts self-contained and independent by itself 
in bringing about the Aparva ? Or some of them are auxiliary or subsidiary 
or subsidiary andsubordinate to, and subserving the purposes of, some others? 
And if the latter, then what Acts are subsidiary and subservient to what ? 
Though this ‘subserviency of Acts’ is the main subject-matter of this Third 
Discourse, yet as we proceed we shall find that it is not only Acts that are 
so ‘subservient’ or ‘auxiliary’, but also Substances and their Properties. This 
fact has to be borne in mind, because, as a matter of fact, the whole of the 
rest of the Sutras (Discourses IV to XII) turn directly or indirectly upon 
this relation of ‘Principal’ and ‘Auxiliary’, This has been thus declared 
by Kumarila (Lantra-Va., Trs,. p. 924) :— 

areraaartiss Ga ATeT Heahag | 
aaiifaetaagd aaaaranfaars 1 

That is, the question of ‘Auxiliary character, has to be dealt with here, 

because the proper consideration of all other questions of Motive and the 


rest dealt with under Discourses IV to XII, is dependent upon this idea of 


‘auxiliary character’. 

The first question is—What is an ‘Auxiliary’ ? 

The answer to this has been provided in Si. 3.1.2—The Aumiliary is 
that which subserves the purposes of something else; that is, the Auxiliary 
is to be defined as ‘that which helps another’ ;—that is, what 
exists entirely for helping others. (Bhasya, Trs., p. 337). This has 
been further explained as ‘that which is indicated by Direct Assertion, etc., 
as helping some Action, towards the fulfilment of tts Apurva ; this latter quali- 
fication being necessary for precluding zene verbal relationship. This 
helping, or subserving the purpose of; something else does not necessarily, in 
itself, imply that the Auxiliary must in some way help the Principal ; but 
such helping is assumed on the basis of Presumption. For instance, in the 
case of Sprinkling water on the corn, the fact of its having been enjoined in 
connection with a Sacrifice leads to the Presumption that it must accord 
some help to this Sacrifice ; similarly in the case of the Praydjas prescribed 
in connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa Sacrifices, we find that these 
latter stand in need of help ; and also that certain other Acts in the shape of 
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the Praydjas need something to which they could accord some help; and 
this mutual need leads us to the Presumption that the Prayijas help, and 
subserve the purpose of, the Darsha-Purnamasa Sacrifices. 

Tn this connection there is a question that has created some confusion 
in the minds of the students of Mimams@. In Si. 2.1. 7-8, we have a division 
of Acts into ‘Primary’ and Subsidiary’ ; now the ‘Subsidiary’ Act will natural- 
ly be subservient to the ‘Primary’, that is it will help it ; where then is there 
the use of raising the same question over again (under Discourse III) ? 

Two answers have been provided to this question. (1) That the 
Stitras under Discourse II have taken note of Acts only, and those also, 
only such as are actually found to fulfil only visible ends; while 
the present Discourse III takes up not only all Acts serving visible 
and invisible ends, but also such details as Substances, Mantras 
and so forth. This answer has been rejected by Kumarila (Lantra- 
Va., Trs., p. 670), on the ground that under the said explanation, the 
subject-matter of Discourse II would be only a part of what is dealt with 
under Discourse III. The explanation that he suggests is that—(2)the 
fact that the Acts dealt with under Discourse I—Threshing of the Corn, 
for instance,—are ‘subservient? to others can be ascertained only from what 
the Sttras set forth under Discourse III ;—what has been said under Dis- 
course IT therefore is only this—that these acts cannot be regarded as bring- 
ing about an Apérva by themselves. for the simple reason that they are 
found to fulfil purely visible purposes in connection with some other acts ; 
—‘and under the circumstances, if they were to produce their own Aptirva,— 
there would be several Apirvas produced by the Act’—adds the Rijuvimala 
(MS., Vol. III, p. 11). (See p. 265) 

According to Prabhakara (Brhatt, MS., p. 65 and Riyjuvimala MS., 
p. 1) the connection between the two Discourses (III and IV) is to be expla- 
ined thus :—What has been explained under Discourse II is only the 
difference among Injunctive Texts; that is to say, it has been shown 

there how and where two such texts are to be treated as different, by 
reason of the difference between the resultant Aparvas indicated in each, 
and also of the difference among the several adjuncts of these ; and as the 
Act is the most important of these Adjuncts, the difference among Acts 
also has been expounded in this Discourse II ; but this last only as the basis 
of differentiation among the Texts ; thus the difference dealt with under that 
discourse is that based upon consideration of connection among the words 
of the Injunctive Text. On the other hand, the difference upon which the 
subject-matter of Discourse III is based is that of the Niyoga or Aptrva 
31 
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resulting from Acts.—(See Rijuvimala, MS., Vol. IIT, p. 3). The distinction 
herein drawn becomes clear from the example of the text ‘Washes the Cup’, 
where the relation between the Cup and the Washing, as expressed by the 
words, is only that of the Cup being the objective of the Act of Washing ; 
while the relation of ‘Subserviency’ between the two is based upon the fact 
that the Washing helps the Cup towards the fulfilment of some other result. 
Thus what is dealt with under Discourse IT is closely connected with what 
has gone before under Discourse IT. 


The next question is—What is it that can be ‘Auxiliary’ or ‘Subsidiary’ # 


The answer to this has been provided by Sutra 3.1. 3—6; wherein 
it is stated that the ‘Auxiliary character’ can belong to (a) Substances, (b) 
Properties, and (c) Embellishments, (Si. 3), also to (d) Acts (Si. 4), (e) Results 
(Si. 5) and (f) the Human Agent (Si. 6).—(a) The Substance helps the Acts; 
no Act can be performed without a Substance ;—(b) the Property serves the 
purpose of marking out the Substance to be used ; and thereby helps the 
Act ;—(c) the Zmbellishment is that on the accomplishment of which a certain 
Substance becomes fit for a certain purpose, and thus helps the Act ; (d) the 
Act also is enjoined, not as something to be accamplished in itself, but only 
as a means of accomplishing the desired Result ; and in this capacity the 
Act is ‘auxiliary’ to the Result ;—(e) the Result of the Act also accrues to 
the performing Agent, and thereby serves to help and benefit him ; thus the 
Result also is ‘Auxiliary’ to the Agent ;—(f) the performing Agent also figures 
as ‘Auxiliary’ to the Act, in cases where, for instance, the Sacrificial Post 
is declared to be ‘as tall as the Sacrificer’ (Bhasya, Trs., pp. 339-340.) 


There has been a difference of opinion among ancient sages on this 
matter of what can be an ‘Auxiliary’: According to sage Badari, the 
‘Auxiliary’ character can belong to Substances, Properties and Embellish- 
ments only (as stated in Si. 3); while according to Jaimini, it can belong 
to the Act, the Result and the Agent also. These two views have been sought 
to be reconciled by the ‘revered Vrttikava in the following manner :—In 
relation to the Sacrificial Act, it is only Substances, Properties and Embellish- 
ments whose ‘Auxiliary character’ is absolute, these are always auailiary ; 
while the ‘Auxiliary character’ of the other three—Act, Result and the 
Performing Agent—is relative; for instance, while the Act is ‘Principal’ 
in relation to the Substance, it is ‘Auxiliary’ to the Result ; the Result is 
‘Principal’ in relation to the Act, but ‘Auxiliary’ to the Agent ; and the 
Agent is ‘Principal’ in relation to the Result, but “Auxiliary’ to the Act,— 


(Bhasya, Trs,, p- 340) 
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The ‘auxiliary character’ of the Agent in relation to the Act (of Sacrifice, 
as enjoined by the word ‘Yajéta’) is clearly indicated by the Injunctive 
word ‘Yajéta’ itself, in the connotation whereof the Act of Sacrifice forms 
the ‘Principal’ factor ; and the Agent comes in only because without him, 
the said Act would not be possible. 

The conclusion thus is that while Substances, Properties and Embellish- 
ments are always ‘Subsidiary’,—the Act, the Result and the Agent are both 
‘Auxiliary’ and ‘Principal’ in relation to one another. 

—Says Kumarila (Tantravartika, Trs., p- 944). 
HOIMAUT A THT TIT | 


(A) CrassrFicaTION OF AUXILIARIES. 

Auwiliaries have been classified by Kumdrila and his followers under 
two heads—(1) Direct and (2) Indirect. Those Ausiliaries which 
help in the fulfilment of the Sacrifice, and only through that Sacrifice, the 
Final Aparva, are callled ‘Direct’ ; for instance, (a) the Substance (Corn) 
and (b) its Embellishments (Washing and Water-sprinkling), (c) the Deity 
(Agni, etc.) and (d) Mantras ;—the water-sprinkling produces in the Corn a@ 
certain Embellishment not otherwise possible; the threshing helps the 
Corn by removing the chaff from the grain; the Corn itself helps the 
Sacrifice by making up the Cake ; the Mantras help the Sacrifice by recall- 
ing and consecrating the Deity ; the Deity helps the Sacrifice by becoming 
the Recepient, without whom no act of Sacrifice is possible ; as the act of 
Sacrifice consists in offering Substances to a Deity. All these are Direct’ 
Auxiliaries. On the other hand, those Auxiliaries are called ‘Indirect’ 
which produce distinct Apdrvas of their own,—these Apirvas being produced 
in the Performer’s Soul—and through these subsidiary Apirvas, help the 
Final Aparva of the Sacrifice itself. (Shastradipika, p. 202). 


Prabhikara and his followers (Prakaranapatichika, 3p. 202—205) 
have proceeded on somewhat different lines, in regard to the classification 
of Auxiliaries. Their classification appears to be more logical and exhaus- 
tive. It has been made under the following four heads—(1) Jatt, Universal, 
(2) Guna, Quality, (3) Dravya, Substance, and (4) Bhavarthatmaka, Action. 
The last of these, Action, has been divided into (1) Sannipattyopakaraka, 
Directly helpful and (2) Aradupakaraka, Indirectly helpful. That which 
produces its direct effects in a certain entity which is conducive to the 
fulfilment of the Sacrifice is the Sannipattyopakaraka, Direct ‘Auxiliary’, 
of the Sacrifice (Prakaranapaichika, p. 202); e. g., the Sitting of the Sacri- 
ficer, the thumping of the Corn-and so forth, bring about no Apirva of their 
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own ; but are related to the Final Aparva of the Sacrifice to which they 
are Auxiliary. The Sannipattyopakaraka, or Direct Subsidiary, is again 
divided into the following four kinds—(a) that which brings about a certain 
Substance, e.g., the kneading of the Flour, which brings into existence the 
Dough, which did not exist before ;—(b) that which leads to the acquiring 
of a certain Substance that existed already ; e. g., the milking of the Cow; 
which brings about the acquisition of the Milk which was already there 
in the Cow ;—(c) that which produces some modification in a Substance ; 
e.g., the melting of Clarrified Butter, which changes the semi-solid into 
the liquid form; and (d) that which purifies, sanctifies or embellishes a 
Substance ; e.g., the Sprinkling of Water over the Corn, which does not 
produce any material change in the Corn, but adds to it some-thing invisible 
and transcendental. (Prakaranapaiichika, pp. 202—205). 


Under the Bhatta view, the Sannipattyopakaraka or Direct Auxiliaries 
lead to no distinct Apurvas of their own; their full cffect lies only in the 
accomplishment of certain material Substances; these have thus only 
visible Effects (See Tantra-va. Trs. p. 526), and help the final Aparva 
of the Sacrifice only through the aid that they impart to the material ful- 
filment of the Sacrifice. But even though these Auxiliaries themselves 
do not bring about distinct Apirvas, yet, according to the followers of 
Kumarila, a certain distinct Apirva does proceed from the choice of the 
particular Subsidiary ; says he Shdstradipika (P. 203)— 

frames ¢ aera | decrata gerataarafraa aged afer 
For instance, the visible effect, in the shape of the removal of chaff, for 
which the Thumbing and Threshing of the Corn have been laid down, 
can be accomplished by several methods ; and hence, though the Thumping 
and Threshing may not produce an Apirva, yet the choice that the Performer 
exercises, in having recourse to the one method of Thumping and Threshing, 
for removing the Chaff, does produce an Apirva. The reason for this is 
that, according to Kumarila, every Vedic Injunction, by its very nature, 
must be related to an Apirva ; and as the Thumping and Threshing have 
been enjoined, it must be related to an Apurva ; but as the Act of Thumping 
and Threshing itself is found to be productive of a visible Result, in the 
shape of the removal of the Chaff, the Apirva to which it is related can 
be due only to the choice of that particular method of removing the Chaff in 
preference to other methods; and the real reason underlying all this lies 
in the fact that the Vedic Injunction must lay down a Dharma,—and if 
that Dharma were not conducive to an Apirva, the said Injunction would 
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lose its character of ‘being an Injunction of Dharma’ ; and hence as the 
act itself is found to be conducive to only a visible end, we must accept an 
Apiirva as proceeding from the choice that is exercised. It is for this reason 
that such Injunctions have been called ‘Niyamavidhi’, ‘Restrictive Injunc- 
tion’. 

This above view has not been accepted by the Prabhakara, according 
to whom, as explained above, though the Saninpattyopakaraka, Direct 
Auxiliary, is related to the Final Apirva of the Sacrifice, it does not produce 
any distinct Apirva of its own; as all that the Auxiliary—the Thumping 
of the Corn, for instance, does is to bring about something visible, ¢.g., 
the Removal of the Chaff ; and yet it is a fit object of Injunction, as it does, 
through the fulfilment of the Sacrificial performance, help in the bringing 
about of the Final Apirva of that Sacrifice. That is why such Auxiliary 
Acts have been called Sannipattyopakaraka,—which term has been etymo- 
logically explained as— 

aRRaSt va afar TeaTya frat STHA fet 
(Prakaranapafichika). This relationship to the Final Aptrva is deduced 
from the proximity of the text enjoining the Auxiliary to the text enjoining 
the Principal Sacrifice as leading to that Final Apirva, and from the words 
of the text itself. This explanation has been objected to on the ground 
that, in this manner, as the principal fact of the Subsidiary being related 
to the Aparva would not be expressed by the Vedic text itself, this text 
would become practically meaningless. The Prabhakara’s answer to this 
objection is that it is not necessary that every Vedic text must mention 
some purpose to be served ; it is only a question of facts ; a text that does 
not mention a purpose cannot be made to mention it. In the case in ques- 
tion however, the text does not become meaningless or purposeless, as it 
serves the purpose of laying down a certain method of doing a certain Act; 
and it is only the connection of that method with the Apurva that is left 
to be implied by the said proximity of the text to the text enjoining the 
Principal Sacrifice ;—and that Proximity forms one of the bases of Syntactical 
Connection is admitted by all philosophers. Thus the conclusion arrived 
at by the Prabhakara is—(a) that all Sannipattyopakaraka, Direct Auxilia- 
ties, are ‘Subservient’ to the Apirva, through Direct Assertion, (b) that 
they are ‘Subservient? to the Substance conducive to the fulfilment of the 
Sacrificial Performance, through the very nature of the Substance concerned, 
—and (c) they are ‘Subservient’ to the Sacrifice itself, which is ‘instru- 
mental’ in the bringing about of the Final Apirva, by virtue of their 
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providing the Substance suitable for being offered at the Sacrifice.— 
(Prakaranapafichika, pp. 232—209). 


As regards the second kind of Auxiliary, the Aradupakaraka, Indirect 
Auxiliary,—it is of two kinds—(a) That which fulfils only an unseen pur- 
pose, and (6) That which fulfils a Seen as well as an Unseen purpose. As 
an example of the latter kind we have the Payovrata—the Penance of 
living on Milk alone,—observed by the Sacrificer and his wife, during 
the performance of the Jyotistoma ; and as examples of the former kind, 
we have all the Acts that are enjoined by the texts like ‘Perform the Samit- 
Sacrifice’, which do not mention any effects produced by the Act either in 
any Substance or in the performing Agent, which would help the main 
Act of Sacrifice ; and as it is only effects produced in the Substance or in 
the Agent that could be seen, the act of Sacrifice cannot but be regarded 
as bringing about an Unseen result. But all Acts of this class produce an 
intermediate Apurva, through which they help in the appearance of the 
Final Aparva of the Principal Sacrifice, to which latter, on that account, 
they are regarded as ‘Auxiliary’. As these Actions do not help the Principal 
Sacrifice in any perceptible manner, if they were not held to be productive 
of the intermediate Aparva, then, as they will have disappeared long before 
the fruition of the Final Aparva, they would not accord any help to the 


Principal Sacrifice. It is for this reason that in such cases, Prabhakara 


also admits of intermediate Apérvas resulting from the Auxiliaries. 

This admission of the intermediate Apirvas might give rise to the 
idea that a result of this kind would raise the further question regarding 
the method by which those Intermediate Apurvas are to be brought about. 
With a view to such a contingency, the Prabhakara (in Prakaranapaitchika, 
pp. 214-215) has drawn a subtle distinction between the ‘Anustheya’ and 
the ‘Karya’ ; that which is recognised by the Agent, independently by 
itself, as something ‘to be done by me’ is Anusthéya ; while that is Karya 
which, not existent before, is brought into existence only for the sake of 
the accomplishment of the former. It is the Final Apdarva alone that is 
Anustheya ; and as a rule, the questions of method and procedure arise 
only in regard to what is Anusthzya, not in regard to what is Karya ; hence 
no such question can arise in regard to the Intermediate Apirvas, which 
are recognised only as helping in the accomplishment of the Final Aparva. 

It may be noted here that the Prabkakara is rather strict in the matter 


of postulating Apirvas ; so long as he can find any perceptible result to 
justify an act, he will not assume an Adrsta or Apiirva ; Kumarila, on the 


rs 
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other hand, postulates an Aptrva in connection with every Injunction. 
Being an Anvitabhidhanavadin, the Prabhakara does not accept the maxim, 
‘Shabdi akanksa shabdenaiva piryate’,—by which the Details of Method 
and Procedure can be sought after only for the sake of a result in the shape 
of the Apirva, and not for the sake of the Substance. (See Nyayamalavistara, 
p. 423). This maxim necessitates the assumption of an Apirva with 
every Injunction, each of which under this maxim, must be self-contained, 
having all its needs as an Injunction supplied by itself; hence even that 
Aptrva, which is one of the factors in the Bhavana denoted by the Injunc- 
tive verb, has to be got out of every Injunction, even of the Sannipattyo- 
pakaraka or Direct Auxiliary ; such Apérva arising, if not from the Auxi- 
liary act itself, at least from the Niyama or Choice of the particular method 
(See above). The Prabhakara however, not’ accepting the said maxim, 
takes every Injunction all along with all that it is found to be related to ; 
and thus when the Auxiliary Act mentioned in the Injunctive text is found 
to be expressive of the bringing about of a material Substance, it becomes 
related to the Injunction of the Principal Sacrifice in the following manner : 
—The Apirva of the Principal Sacrifice enjoined by the Principal Injunctive 
text is to be brought about by means of the Principal Act peformed with 
materials and Substances brought into existence by means of the Auxiliary 
Acts enjoined by the Auxiliary Injunctive texts. Thus there is no need 
for assuming an Aparva in connection with these latter acts; the objective 
of these injunctions resting entirely in the materials and substances brought 
into existence in accordance with them, which materials and substances 
are used at the principal Sacrifice. 


(B) Means oF ASCERTAINING WHAT IS AUXILIARY TO WHAT 


There are six means of ascertaining what is auxiliary to what. These 
are (1) Shruti—Direct Assertion (in the Veda); (2) Linga—Indirect In- 
dication ; (3) Vakya—Syntactical Connection; (4) Prakarana—Context ; 
(5) Krama (or Sthana,), Order of Sequence, (or Place) ; and (6) Samakhya— 
Name. 

As an instance of (1) Direct Assertion, we have the following ;—There 
are certain Mantra-texts which are held to be sacred to certain Deities; 
one such Mantra is named ‘Aindrz ; in regard to this there is the Direct 
Assertion, in Vajasaneya-Samhita (12—66), to the effect that “With the 
Aindri one should worship the Garhapatya Fire’ ;—in regard to this Aindri- 
Manira, there is a doubt, as to whether it should be used in the worshipping 
of Indra,—as indicated by its name ‘Aindrt’—or in that of the Garhapatya 
Fire, —as declared in the Direct Assertion of the Veda; the conclusion 
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‘is that it should be used in the worshipping of the Garhapatya Fire ; and 
thus the Mantra becomes ‘auxiliary’ to the act of worshipping the said 
Fire. (Mima—Si. 3.2.3-4). 

(2) Linga—Indirect Indication —It has been laid down in the Veda 
that at the Soma-Sacrifice, the Soma-juice that is left after all the offerings 
have been made should not be thrown away, it should be drunk. In connec- 
tion with the drinking of the Soma-Juice, we meet with the Mantra-text— 
—Bhaksehi etc’. (Tai. Sam. 3.2.5.1) called the ‘Bhaksanuvaka’. In regard 
to this the question arising as to whether this Mantra is to be used in connec- 
tion with the act of actual drinking itself—as indicated by the name ‘Bhak- 
sanuvaka’—or in connection with the several acts attendant upon that act ; 
the conclusion is that it is to be used in connection with the drinking and 
also at all the attendant acts, such as holding the Juice in the hand exa- 
mining it, swallowing it,—all which collectively go to make up the act of 
‘Drinking’. In accordance with this conclusion, the whole of the said 
Bhaksanuvaka Mantra-text is broken up into four parts,—each part being 
employed with each of the four acts mentioned above as making up the 
act of ‘Drinking’. All this is due to the Indirect Indication of the words 
and expressions contained in the said Mantra-text. (a) So that the sentence 
beginning with the word ‘bhaksehi’? and ending with the word ‘saghydsam? 
is to be used in connection with the holding of the juice-cup, such being 
the Indirect Indication of the word ‘saghydsam’ ; (b) the Sentence beginning 
with the word ‘Nrchaksasam’ and ending with the word ‘Avakhyésam’ ig 
to be used in connection with the act of Looking at or Examining the juice, 
through the indication of some of the words; (c) the Sentence beginning 
with the word ‘Hinva’ and ending with the word ‘Atigah’, is to be used in 
connection with the act of digesting (swallowing) the juice, through the 
implication of the words in the Mantra ; and (d) the sentence begining with 
the word ‘Mandrabhibhuti and ending with the word ‘bhaksayami’, is to 
be used with the act of actual Hating or Drinking, as indicated by last word,— 
(Mi. Su.). 

(3) Vakya, Syntactical Connection.—In connection with the Jyotis- 
toma, we meet with the declaration (Shatapatha Brahmana 4.4.6.16 and 
4,6.17.18) that ‘The Rk should be recited loudly, and the Yajus, silently’, 
The question arises as to the exact meaning of the terms R& and Yajus in 
this connection. Do they mean the Rgveda and the Yajurveda ?—or the 
Meétrical and Prose passages respectively ? In the latter case, those Mantras 
which are in the metrical form, even though they may be contained in the 
Yajurveda, would have to be recited loudly ; while, in the former case, 
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all that appears in the Yajurveda would have to be recited silently. The 
conclusion on this point is that the two words stand for the two Vedas, 
not for the metrical and prose passages; and thus on the ground that, in 
the earlier part of the passage, at the end of which was found the text in 
question, we have this declaration—‘These Vedas came into existence, 
the Rgveda from Agni, the Yajurveda from Vayu etc. ete’ : and as the afore- 
said direction in regard to the Rk being recited loudly is a continuation of 
this same sentence asserting the origin of the Vedas,—there is Syntactical 
connection between the two parts of the passage, by virtue of which connec- 
tion it is clear that the terms ‘rk’ and ‘yajus’ in the latter part of the passage 
refer to the Vedas spoken of in the former part; and in accordance with 
this conclusion the metrical passages occurring in the text of the Yajurveda 
should not be recited loudly. (Mi. Si. 3.3.1). 

(4) ‘Prakarana’, Context—There are the Vedic texts—‘(a) Desiring 
Heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamasa Sacrifices’,—(b) “He 
should perform the Samid-Sacrifice’,—(c) ‘He should perform the Tantna- 
vapat Sacrifice’-—(Shatapatha Brs. 1.5.3.9.) ;—we find that there is no 
Syntactical Connection among these three sentences, and each sentence 
stands independently by itself, and is, as such, capable of being regarded 
as the Injunction of a distinct Sacrifice ;—nor is there anything in the Sen- 
tences to deduce an Indirect Indication of any sort of dependence or connec- 
tion between the Samid and Taniinapat Sacrifices—enjoined by the second 
and third sentences respectively—on the one hand, and the Darsha-Pirna- 
masa Sacrifice—enjoined by the first sentence, on the other. It is found 
however that no result has been mentioned in connection with either the 
Samid or the Tantinapit Sacrifice, in the way that ‘Heaven’ is mentioned 
in connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa. We also recognise the fact that, 
being enjoined by the Veda, those two sacrifices also must lead to some 
desirable result ; and yet at the same time, no such result is found to be 
mentioned. All this leads to the conclusion that the Injunction of these 
Sacrifices is wanting in that factor of the Result, as without the Result to 
be accomplished, the operation of the Injunction remains incomplete (See 
above). Then again, as regards the Darsha-Parnamasa Sacrifice also, it 
is found that all the information that the injunction (contained in the first 
sentence) provides is that ‘if one desires to attain Heaven, he should perform 
the Darsha-Pairnamasa Sacrifice’ ; and it says nothing as to the procedure 
or method to be adopted in the performance of those Sacrifices. This shows 
that this Injunction also is wanting in the factor of the Procedure ; and 
without this, the operation of the Injunction remains incomplete. Now 
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then, taking the two sets of Injunctions into consideration, we find that, 
if taken together, they supply each other’s need; the factors wanting in 
the one being supplied by the other; so that ‘the attainment of Heaven’ 
mentioned in the Injunction of the Darsha-Pirnamdsa, becomes recognised 
as the result towards the accomplishment of which the Samid and Tani- 
napat Sacrifices also lend some help ;—and also that these two Sacrifices 
make up the Procedure needed by the Darsha-Pirnamasa. This Supplying 
of Mutual Need is what has been called Prakarana (Context). The con- 
clusion thus is that the Samid and Tanitinapdat Sacrifices—collectively known 
as Prayijas—are auwiliary to the Darsha-Pirpamasa—(Mi. Si. 3.3.2). 

(5) Krama or Sthana—Order of Sequence, or Position.—Under the 
Darsha-Pirnamasa Section there is the Mantra. 

afeacfa aaedt FATA AL SHAH | 
‘Thou art the Missile, May I remain unhurt; may I strike 

so and so (the enemy)’ —(Taitti. Sam. 1.6.2.4.). There is no Direct Assertion 
in the Veda as to where this Mantra is to be used; nor is there anything 
in the Mantra that could show by Indirect Indication where it is to be used ; 
nor is any guidance available in the shape of Syntactical Connection or 
Context. We find however that three sacrifices—the Agnéeya, the Upaiishu, 
and the Agnisomiya—have been mentioned in a definite order ; and subse- 
quently we find three Mantras mentioned in connection with these three 
sacrifices ; and as the three sacrifices are mentioned in a definite order,— 
and the three Mantras also-are mentioned in a definite order,—the natural 
conclusion is that the first of the Mantras is to be used at the jirst of the 
Sacrifices, the second at the second and the third at the third. The Mantra 
quoted above happens to be second of the three Mantras ; hence it is taken 
as to be used at, and be auxiliary to, the Second of the Sacrifices— 
viz., the Upamhshuyaga. (Mi. Si. 3.3.12). 


(6) Samakhya, Name—There are several Mantras mentioned as to 
be recited by the several Priests officiating at the Sacrificial Performance ; 
in many cases, there are no definite Direct Injunctions as to which Mantra 
is to be recited by which Priest ; nor, in many cases, is there anything to 
indirectly indicate this ;—nor is any guidance provided by either Syntactical 
Connection or Context or Order of Sequence. The conclusion however 
that there might otherwise arise under the circumstances has been averted 
by the Names that have been applied to the Mantras—such as (a) ‘Hautra’ 
indicating that the Mantras (mainly those of the Rgveda) so named are to 
be recited by the Hoty Priest,—(b) ‘Adhvaryava’, indicating that the Mantras 
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(mainly those of the Yajurveda) so named are to be recited by the Adhvary 
Priest, (c) ‘Audgatra’, indicating that the Mantras (mainly those of the 
Samaveda) so named are to be recited by the Udgatr-Priest. Thus the fact 
of the Hautra-Mantras being ‘auxiliary’ to the Hotr-Priest and so forth 
is ascertained throguh the name of the Mantra.—(Mi. Si. 3.3.13). 


CASES OF CONFLICT 

The six Means of determining the character of Ausiliaries ha 
described. Now arises the question—Which of these is to be res 
most authoritative in a case where two or more of these are applicable, 
in conflict with one another ? 

The answer to this question has been provided by Sitra 3.3.14. Among 
‘Direct Assertion’, ‘Indicative Power’, ‘Syntactical Connection’, ‘Context 
‘Place’, and ‘Name’,—that which follows is weaker than that which precedes 5 
because it is more remote from the final Objective. That is to say, when there 
is conflict between what is directly asserted by a Vedic text and what is im- 
plied by the Indicative Power of a certain word, it is the former that is to be 
accepted and the latter to be rejected. The principle underlying this super 
session of the one by the other is that in all matters relating to Dharma, 
nothing can be accepted as authoritative except what is declared in the 
Veda ; in the case of Direct Assertion, what should be done is directly declared 
in the Veda ; in the case of Indicative Power, on the other hand, even when 
the indication is accepted, the course of action indicated is accepted as autho- 
rised only after, on the strength of the said indication, a Direct Assertion 
to the same effect is assumed. It is for this reason that whenever there is 
conflict between these two, the Direct Assertion, which is self-sufficient, 
accomplishes its purpose long before the Indicative Power can accomplish 
its own, through the asswmed Direct Assertion. 


ve been 
ded as 
put 


we have the 


(1) As an instance of this conflict and supersession, 
‘With the 


following :—There is the Vedic text teat mera tat = 
Aindri-Mantra one worships the Garhapatya Fire’ (Va-jasa. Sam, 12.66) 5 
here we have Direct Assertion declaring the use of the Aindr-Mantra in 
the worshipping of the Garhapatya Fire ; on the other hand in the said Mantra 
itself : 4 

war a aeatiehraee aeafe aTee- 
(O Indra, you never hurt any one, etc. etc.’) (Rgveda Sam. 8. 51. 7),—we 
find the word ‘Indra’ which, by its Indicative Power, indicates the Mantra 
as to be used in the worshipping of ‘Indra’. Thus there is conflict between 
the two—Direct Assertion and Indicative Power ; but before the latter can 
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become effective, it is necessary to assume, on the strength of this Indication, 
a Direct Assertion to the effect that ‘the Aindrt Mantra should be used in 
the worshipping of Indra’ ; but the way to this assumption is barred by the 
actual Direct Assertion to the contrary declaring that ‘the Aindri-Mantra 
is to be used in the worshpping of the Garhapatya Fire. (Brhati MS., p. 
78B). Asa consequence, the Indicative Power loses all its force and becomes 
superseded by the Direct Assertion to the contrary, and the conclusion is 
that the Aindri-Mantra is used in worshipping the Gdrhapatya Fire. 


(2) Indicative Power in its turn is more authoritative than Syntactical 
Connection. There is conflict between these two in the following case :— 
In connection with the Darsha-Pirnamasa Sacrifice, there is the Mantra— 

war o aad SI aaeT aTeaT Fae HeraThe, 
arama sfafter qdtoreaa gaara: — 
[‘O Cake, I am preparing a nice seat for thee, and with clarified butter I 
am making it comfortable ; O Essence of Corn, may thou, with a peaceful 
mind, take thy seat upon this’ (Tai. Bra. 3. 7. 5. 2)]. Here the words as 
Syntactically Connected make a single sentence of the two parts of the Mantra ; 
and this would imply that the whole Mantra is to be used in the preparing 
of the Kusha-Seat for the Cake ;—but the words of the two parts of the 
Mantra distinctly indicate that the first part of it is to be used in the pre- 
paring of seat (‘Sadanam Krnomi’), and the second part in the placing of 
the Cake upon the Kusha (‘tasminsida’). What makes this latter indication 
by the Indicative Power of the words more authoritative than the former 
implication by Syntactical Connection is that in the case of the Syntactical 
Connection, it is necessary to assume firstly, the Indicative Power of the 
word ‘Krnomi’ indicating the use of the Mantra in the preparing of the seat, 
and then secondly the Direct Assertion in support of the idea that the Whole 
Mantra is to be used in that act of preparing ; whereas in the case Indicative 
Power, the only assumption necessary is that of the Direct Assertion to the 
effect that ‘the first part of the Mantra is to be used in the preparing of the 
seat, and the second in placing the Cake upon it’; thus is one step nearer 
to Direct Assertion than Syntactical Connection. This is what is meant by 
the words of the Sitra—‘Because it is more remote from the final objective’. 
Prabhakara has added one more reason for Indicative Power being more 
authoritative than Sytactical Connection :—As to how a certain Yajus-Mantra 
is to be used depends upon the useful purpose served by it ; what this purpose 
is can be learnt,—in the absence of Direct Assertion on the point,—only 
from the signification of the words composing the Mantra ; thus then, the 
use indicated by the Indicative Power of the words is based directly 
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upon what follows the very foundation of the usefulness of the Mantra ; 
Syntactical Connection on the other hand, indicates the use of the Mantra 
only on the verbal basis of grammatical construction afforded by the words, 
irrespectively of any useful purpose served by it ;—in this way Indicatwe 
Power is much nearer to the basis of usefulness than Syntactical Connection. 
(Brhatt MS. pp. 79A-79B). 

(3) Syntactical Connection is more authoritative than Context. In 
the Saktavaka mentioned in connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa, there 
is the text— 

amiarafad efrstary—aaret ae efagaary | 

(Tai. Bra. 3. 5. 10. 3) ;—as this Mantra 
occurs in the Context of the Darsha-Purnamasa, one section of which is 
performed on the Moonless Day and the other on the Full-Moon Day— 
it would follow that the word ‘Agnisomau’ should be omitted on the Full- 
moon Day ; but before this implication of the Context is accepted as authori- 
tative it would be necessary—(1) to assume, on the strength of the Contezt, 
the Syntactical Connection (which is not present) between the two sets of 
words ‘havira-justam’ and ‘indragni’,—(2) to assume on the strength of this 
assumed Syntactical Connection, the indication of Indra etc., by the Indicative 
Power of the words of the first section of the Mantra,—and (3) to assume, 
on the strength of the assumed Indicative Power, the Direct Assertion to 
the effect that the Mantra is to be used in making offerings to Indra-Agnt. 
On the other hand, Syntactical Connection directly indicates that the words 
have to be retained in both cases, in as much as each is syntactically conne- 
cted with the word that follows ; and for the acceptance of this Procedure, 
as the Syntactical Connection is already present, it is necessary to asume only 
the Indicative Power indicating the Deities and the ultimate Direct Asser- 
tion. This being one step less remote from the ultimate Direct Assertion, 
Syntactical Connection has been regarded as more authoritative than Con- 
text. A further reason provided by Prabhakara (Brhatt Ms. p. 79B) is vey 
what is indicated by Syntactical Connection is based upon the meaning 
afforded by the natural construction and interpretation of the words of the 
Mantra,—while what is indicated by Context would, at best, be based upon 
some construction or interpretation forced upon the words in view of circums- 
tances beyond the limits of the Mantra-text itself. 

(4) Context is more authoritative than Order of Sequence or Place. 
Under the Rajastya Sacrifice there are several Primary Sacrifices, one of 
which is the Abhiséchanzya ; close upon the Injunction of this Abhisechaniya, 
we find the Injunctions of certain minor acts like Gambling ; the Place, ie., 
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the prowimity—of these latter to the Abhiséchantya would indicate that 
the Gambling is ‘auxiliary’ to the Abhiséchaniya ; on the other hand, the 
fact that the Gambling is mentioned under the Context of the Rajasiya, 
would indicate it as being ‘auxiliary’ to the Rajasiya itself. Under the 
circumstances, the Gambling has been regarded as ‘auxiliary’ to the Rdjasiiya. 
The reason for this preference is the same as in the previous cases—Conteat 
being one step nearer to Direct Assertion than Place (Proximity). According 
to Prabhakara (Brhati Ms. 79B-80), Context is operative only through the 
mutual need between a certain act and a certain Mantra ; hence when the 
Context indicates that the Mantra is to be used at a certain act (Sacrifice), 
it is more direct in its operation than Order or Place ; because the connection 
between the Act and the Mantra is indicated by Context—or Mutual Need, 
—directly through Syntactical Connection. which is established, through that 
mutual need, between the words of the Mantra and the word denoting the 
Act ; while, for establishing such a connection, the Order or Place would stand 
in need of several more intervening factors ; for instance, the (1) Order or 
Place will indicate the Mutual need, (2) the Mutual Need will indicate the 
Syntactical Connection, and (3) the Syntactical Connection will indicate the 
connection tetween the Mantra and the Act. 


(5) Order or Place is more authoritative than Name. There is the 
Mantra—araet Zara wut (‘Become purified for purposes of the 
Divine Act’) (Tai. Sam. 1. 1. 3. 1) ;—this is found in the chapter known ag 
“Paurodashika’ by name ;—this fact would imply that the Mantra should 
be used for the purification of the Puroddsha, the Cake. On the other hand, 
the Mantra is found in a Place in close proximity to the words speaking of 
the Sannayya vessels ; on the strength of this latter fact the Mantra is used 
in the cleaning of these latter vessels. The reason for this also lies in the 
fact that the Order or Place is one step nearer to Direct Assertion than Name ; 
and also according to Prabhakara (Brhatt Ms. p. 80) in the fact that while 
Order or Place is something Vedic, Scriptural, the Name is more or less 
Laukika, worldly, Secular. 

It being impossible for every act at the Sacrificial performance to 
be done by the Sacrificing Householder himself alone, the need arose for 
the calling in of outside assistance ; this gave rise to the question as to how 
far the results of the acts done by these other persons would accrue to the 
Sacrificer ; and the conclusion arrived at is that if the Sacrificer selects and 
appoints and pays for the services rendered by these other persons,—he 
becomes the prime mover of all that is done by these persons ; so that the 
results and benefits of these acts should all accrue to the Sacrificer himself ; 
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his assistants, being paid officiating priests, get only the Sacrificial Fee provi- 
ded in connection with each act or office. As such securing of services on 
payment has been laid down in the Scriptures, there is nothing incongruous 
init. Asa result of this conclusion, the acts that are actually done by the 
Sacrificing Master of the House himself are only (1) the Sanrkalpa, the 
declaring of his resolution to perform the Sacrifice, (2) the Varana— 
the selecting and appointing—of the Priests to officiate at the performance, 
and (3) the Paying of the Fees to them;—and the rest of the detailed 
performance is done for him by these officiating Priests. (Si. 3. 7. 1s—20). 

This is the Principle that may be taken as underlying the law that 
the instigator of the act is as responsible as the actual doer of it. 


This leads us on to the subject of these Officiating Priests styled 
Rtviks’. The first question that arises is— 


Is the number of such Priests limited ? or may one engage as many 
as one likes 2—The conclusion is that the number is limited ; because they 
should be engaged in accordance with their titles, as it is under these titles that 
their respective duties have been severally assigned in the Veda,—says Si. 
3. 7. 22. What is meant is that the number of Priests to-be engaged 
should be as many as the duties that have been laid down as to be 
performed by the several performers named in the Veda. The texts 
naming such performers are the following :—‘First of all, the Adhvaryu 
(1) does the distribution, the Pratiprasthaty (2) offers the Manthin—the Nestr 
(3) brings up the Sacrificer’s Wife,—the Unnétr (4) fills the cup ;—the Prastotr 
(5) introduces the Chant,—the Udgatr (6) does the chanting,—the Pratihartr 
(7) sings the Pratihara chant,—the Subrahmnnya (8) recites the Subrahmanya, 
—the Hoty (9) recites the Prataranuvaka hymn,—the Maitrévaruna (10) 
gives directions and recites the Puronuvakya,—the Achchhavaka (11) recites 
the Yajya,—the Gravastut (12) recites the Gravastotriya Mantra’. In accor- 
dance with this Vedic Text, there is need for just these twelve priests; 
hence these must be engaged. All the numerous acts have not been men- 
tioned here. .There are however several whose performer is indicated by 
the titles of the priests ; for instance, the act of Homa—Pouring Libations 
into Fire,—is to be done by the priest who holds the title of ‘Hoty’. (Bhasya, 
Trs., pp. 632-633.) 


It might be argued that—‘‘As one and the same person may perform 
several duties, the enumeration of the Duties cannot determine the exact 
number of Priests to be engaged’ (Si. 23). The answer to this is that 
this cannot be right ; because in the originative Injunctions laying down the 


256 Pirva-Mimamsé in its Sources 


employment of Priests, it is found that each Priest, before he begins to 
function, is given a distinct title ; for instance, we find such texts as ‘He 
appoints the Brahman Priest’, ‘He appoints the Hotr-Priest’, ‘He appoints 
the Udgdatr-Priest’, “He appoints the Adhvaryu-Priest’; according to this 
each priest is given the title along with his appointment, before he has begun 
to function. From this it is clear that in the performance of the Sacrifice, 
there is need for the Priests of this kind, hence they must be engaged; and 
in as much as the necessity of engaging the Priests is dictated by the require- 
ments of the Sacrifice, the text quoted is to be taken merely as describing 
the appointment of the Priests, not as an Injunction of actually engaging 
them. [Kumdrila has demurred to this and declared, in Tantra. Va. Trs. 
p. 1622, that ‘the number is laid down by the Injunction of the appointments 
themselves’].—Nor is it necessary for the Veda to declare it in so many words 
that ‘So many Priests should be appointed’. (Bhdsya, Trs. pp. 633-634). 

The exact number of the Priests as the Soma-Sacrifice, as also at the 
Darsha-Pirnamisa, (Says the Bhasya, Trs, p. 635) is seventeen ; these are 
the following, as definitely enunciated in the text prescribing their Initiation, 
(1) The Adhvaryu, who does all that is prescribed in the Yajurvéda—and 
under him come (2) the Pratipasthatr, (3) Nest, (4) Unnéir ; (5) Brahman, 
who supervises the performance of the acts prescribed in all the Vedas, and 
under him come (6) Braéhmandchchhamsin, (7) Agnit and (8) Potr s—(9) 
Udgaty—who does the chanting,—and under him come (10) Prastoty, (11) 
Pratiharty,(12) Subrahmanya ;—(13) Hotr, who does the invoking of blessings, 
—and under him come (14) Maitravaruna, (51) Achchhdvaka and (16) Gra- 
vastut—(Sii. 3.7.37, Bhasya Trs. pp. 646-647). The Master of the Sacrifice, 
t.e., the Sacrificer, has been regarded as the seventeenth ‘Priest’—on the basis 
of the Similarity of Functions—says the Sutra (3.7.38). This ‘similarity of 
functions’ has been thus explained—Aa a matter of fact, persons taking 
part in the performance of the Sacrifice are called ‘Priests’ ;—the Sacrificer 
also takes part in this performance, and as such is entitled to be regarded 
as a ‘Priest’. 

As regards the duties of these Priests, their functions are restricted 
by their names, that is, there should be a restriction and distribution of func- 
tions among the Priests on the basis of their names, as it is for that purpose 
that distinct titles have been assigned to them. (St. 40). That is on the basis 
of the particular titles given to the particular Priests. there should be a 
restriction of their functions. The functions that have been named after 
a certain priest should be performed by that priest ; for example, the functions 
named ‘Adhvargava’ should be performed by the Adhvaryu Priest, those 
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named ‘Hautra’, by the Hotr Priest, those named ‘“Audgatra’ by the Udgaty- 
Priest. (Bhasya Trs. p. 650). 

That the duties of the Priests are regulated by the names (of the Acts 
and of the Priests) is the general rule ; but there are exceptions to this. For 
instance, in certain cases, there are distinct texts enjoining the performance 
of a certain act by a particular priest. For instance, there is the text laying 
down that ‘the Maitra-varuna-Priest gives directions and recites the Puro- 
nuvaky@ (Tai. Br. 3. 12. 9. 5), where the two functions of giving directions 
and reciting are specifically assigned to the Mattrévaruna-Priest, though, 
under the general rule, the work of giving directions falls within the scope 
of the ‘Adhvaryu’s functions’, and reciting is an act falling within the scope 
of the ‘Hoty’s functions’ ; but in view of the direct Injunction quoted, the 
said functions are performed by the Maitravaruna-Priest. 

Similarly, certain acts have been given distinct names which take 
them out of the purview of the Priest to whom they would fall under the 
general rule, and assign them to other Priests. For instance, certain acts 
have been called ‘Potriya’ and ‘Nestriya’,—which acts would, under the 
General Rule, have been performed by the Brahman and the Adhvaryu 
respectively, but have become transferred by the said special names, to the 
purview of the Potr and Nestr Priests respectively.—(Bhasya, Trs. p. 651). 

There is an important. counter-exception to this exception. The 
Shyéna-Sacrifice is found mentioned in the section called ‘Audgdtra’ ; under 
the rule just stated, the whole of this Sacrifice should have to be performed 
by the Udgaty-Priest alone. As a matter of fact however, the Shyéna has 
the Jhotistoma for its Archetype; and the Injunctions relating to the 
Jyotistoma distinctly indicate certain acts as to be performed by certain 
Priests ; hence according to these, the same has to be done at the Shyéna- 
Sacrifice also. (Siitra 3. 7. 50-51). 

There are several special functions assigned to definite persons ; these 
have been dealt with in the Si. 3. 8. The following are a few instances: 
(a) The Engaging of Services is to be done by the Master of the Sacrifice 
(3. 8. 1) ; (6) The ‘Shaving of the Head’ is to be done by the Master (3. 8. 
3—8) ; (c) the observance of Fasting and the like are to be kept by the Master 
(3. 8. 3—8) (d) the wearing of the gold necklace, etc., appertain te all Priests 


(3. 8. 12), 


33 


CHAPTER XXIV 


MOTIVE. 
‘KRATVARTHA’ AND ‘PuRUSARTHA’ ACTS. 


After the disposal of the question of the ‘Principal’ and ‘Auxiliary’ 
chacter of Acts, there arises the question of what has beeen called ‘“‘Pray- 
ukti’, motivating. This question is dealt with in the form—What is it that 
provides the occasion for a certain act? What is it for whose accomplish- 
ment, the Act is to be performerd, or a thing brought into use ? This ques- 
tion follows upon the question of ‘Principal and Auxiliary’, because as a 
tule, it is the ‘Principal Act that motivates, incites,provides the occasion 
for, the Auxiliary’. There are some acts however for which the sole motive, 
or inciting cause, is afforded by the Desirable Result expected to follow 
from it; while there are others which do not accomplish anything desired 
by the Agent, and yet are performed for the purpose of helping in the 
fulfilment of some other act, which latter accomplishes something desired 
by the Agent. Hence the question of the ‘Motive’ of an Act necessarily 
turns upon the question as to whether the Act by itself fulfils something 
desired by the Agent, or something related to another Act. In the former 
case, the Act would be ‘Purusartha’, subserving the purposes of Man’, and 
in the latter case it would be ‘Kratvartha’, subserving the purposes of an 

Act’. For the reason, before considering the main question of Motive, it 
becomes necessary to consider what is “Purusdrtha’ and what is ‘Kratvartha’. 


The definition of ‘Purusartha’ has been provided by Sdtra 4. 1. 2, 
which says—‘What subserves the purposes of Man’ is that wpon which follows 
the happiness of Man’ as its undertaking is due to the Man’s desire to obtain 
happiness and the ‘Mans’ Purpose’ is not different from happiness. From 
this definition of the ‘Purusdrtha’, it follows that ‘What subserves the 
purposes of the Act, is that which is of a kind other than the one just descriged 
—4.., the undertaking whereof is due to Scriptural injunction not to the 
Man’s desire to obtain happiness,—says the Bhdsya (Trs. p. 709). Thus 
then, the Purusdrtha is that which a man ordinarily undertakes entirely for 
the purpose of obtaining a reward in the shape of Happiness; and Kratvartha 
is that which helps in the accomplishment of the Purusartha Act, and does 
not itself bring any reward to the Performer. 
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There are some Acts again which are neither Purusdrtha nor Krat- 
vartha, such as Fire-installation and Vedie Study,—says the Tantraratna 
(p. 10). But even these are needed for, and hence helpful in the performance 
of, acts bringing about results desired by Man ; as without Vedic Study and 
Fire-installation, there could be no performance of any Sacrifice to all. 


Under the category of ‘Purusartha’ are included all the Principal 
Sacrifices, like the Darsha-Parnamasa, as these lead to results desired by 
the Agent; while to the category of ‘Kartvartha’ are relegated all 
those Auwiliary acts that have their sole purpose in fulfilling the Principal 
Act itself ; ¢.g., the Praydjas, etc., which are ‘Auxiliary’ to the Darsha-Pirna- 
masa. All material substances, along with their embellishments and sancti- 
fications, are regarded as ‘Kratvartha’, even in cases where the text mentions 
some special results as following from these ; the mention of the results being 
regarded as only commendatory (Si. 4.3.1.). There are certain things which 
have been regarded as both Purusdrtha and Kratvartha ; for instance. the 
Curd is, in one case, mentioned only as a substance to be offered at a Sacrifice 
(when it is Kratvartha), but in another case, it is mentioned as a substance to 
be offered for obtaining efficient sense-organs, (when it is Purusartha). 
(Sitra 4.3.5—7.) 


Against this definition of Purusartha as stated in-the Si. 4.1.2., the 
Rijuvimala (MS., Vol. II, p. 369) makes the following observations :— 
“The Purusdrtha should not be defined as that which brings about happiness ; 
as this would not apply to the Nitya or Compulsory Duties, which do not bri- 
ng about happiness.—[as a matter of fact the performance of compulsory 
Duties also brings about some sort of satisfaction, which is a form of Happi- 
ness].—Nor should it be defined as that to the performance of which only 
a person with some desire is entitled ; as this would not include such acts 
as Vedic Study and the like. The Purusartha should be defined as that 
which subserves the Principal Sacrifice and also the purposes of the Agent, 
by itself, and not through being employed in another Act,—helping the 
Principal Act, only through this other Act ; those of this latter kind being 
regarded as ‘Kratvartha’. 


By a second interpretation, this same Sutra has been made to declare 
that the Act the Result whereof is desired for its own sake, and to which men 
are, by their very nature, attached,—do not, and need not, form the subject 
of an Injuction ; as an Injunction only urges one towards something towards 
which one would not direct his attention without such Injunction ; while 
to the Desirable Result the attention is attracted by the mere fact of its 
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being desirable in itself. This interpretation has been put forward by Kuma- 
rila as the second Varnaka or Corollary to the Satra. (Tuptika). 

The same Sitra has been taken by the Bhasya as bearing upon two other 
instances. For instance, in such esses as that of the text ‘The water should, 
as a rule, be fetched in cups, but in the milking vessel, for those who desire 
cattle’,—the use of the Milking Vessel is Purusartha because, while the mere 
act of waterfetching could be done in other vessels also the particular result,— 
obtaining of cattle could be obtained only if the water were fetched in the 
milking vessel. (See Bhasya, Trs., p. 710.) 

By yet another interpretation the Sutra is made to deal with the subject 
of the Acquiring of wealth and Prosperity. Tt is found that several methods 
of acquiring wealth have been laid down; for the Brahmana, Receiving 
Gifts, Teaching and Officiating at Sacrifices,—for the Ksattriya, Conquest 
and the like,—and for the Vaishya, Agriculture, Trade, Cattle-tending and 

so forth. In regard to this acquiringof wealth, the question arises—Is it 
Kratvartha—subserving the purpose of the Action of Sacrifice? or is it 
Purusartha—subserving the purpose of the Man ? 


The Prima Facie View on this question is that the Acquiring of Wealth 
should be taken as subserving the purpose of the Act of Sacrifice ; because 
it is only in this case that there could be any point in the restrictions laid 
down in regard to the methods of Acquiring it. If it were meant only for 
the purpose of Man,—only for bringing about his happiness,—then there 
need be no such restriction ; on the other hand, when it is meant to subserve 
the purpose of the Scriptural Act of Sacrifice, then any deviation from the 
Scriptural restrictions renders the performance of that act defective. 


In answer to the above, the Established Conclusion is as follows :— 
The acquiring of wealth should be regarded as subserving the purpose of Man. 
It is a well-known fact that whenever there is acquiring of wealth, it brings 
happiness to the man acquiring it ; hence the wndertaking of the Act of acquir- 
ing must be due to the man’s desire for happiness (Sutra 2), %.e., for the 
maintenance of his body in comfort and so forth; when a man’s body is 
properly maintained it indicates that he possesses wealth ;—the sacrificial 
Act has been prescribed only for the man with a capable body ;— and it is 
only in this sense that the Act of Sacrifice can be said to have been laid down 
for one who has wealth ; it is not necessary that the acquiring of the wealth 
should be included in the Vedic Injunction of the Sacrifice. From all this 
it follows that the acquiring of wealth subserves the purpose of the Man. 
Further, if the Acquiring of Wealth were held to be declared by the Scriptures 
to subserve the purpose of the Sacrificial Act, the Wealth so acquired could not 
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be rightly used for any other purpose; and this would put an end to all 
Sacrificial Acts (on account of the Man’s death, which would surely follow 
if he did not employ his wealth in the maintenance of his body—says Kumi- 
vila in Tuptika). Then again, if the acquiring of wealth were meant to sub- 
serve the purpose of the Sacrificial Act only, then every such act would have 
to start with the acquiring of wealth necessary for the performance of that 
act ; (which is absurd.) From all this it follows that the Acquiring of Wealth 
serves the purpose of the Man—as it is not different from Happiness (as the 
Sutra says). (Bhasya, Trs. pp. 712-718). 

The question of Kratvartha and Purusdartha bears directly on the ques- 
tion of Motive. What is Purusdrtha, ‘subserving the purpose of Man’ contains 
its own motive within itself ; while what is Kratvartha, ‘subserving the pur- 
poses of the Sacrificial Act’, would have its ‘motive’ in that particular Act 
towards whose fulfilment it would help, or of whose procedure it would form 
part. For example, there is the text declaring that—‘When curd is put 
into hot milk, there becomes formed the Amiks@, consisting of the curdled 
solid Bits, which is for the Vishvédévas ; while the Vajina, the liquid portion 
the whey, is for the Vajins’. The question arising as to whether the Solid 
Pieces or the Liquid forms the motive of the act of Putting Curd into Hot 
Milk, the conclusin is that it is the former, the latter being only a bye-product. 
(See Brhatt Ms. p. 93B. Si. 4.1.22—24). 


There are certain acts which have no motive behind them, which means 
that they do not serve any useful purpose at all, either in the way of beinging 
some reward to the performer, or of helping in the fulfilment of another act. 
One instance of Acts of this kind is the Throwing away of the Horn that has 
been held by the Sacrificer during the performance. Such acts have been 
called ‘Pratipatti-karma’, ‘Acts of Disposal’. (Sutra 4.2.19). To the same 
category belongs the act of Throwing away of the Stick which has been used 
in restraining the calf. (Si. 4.2. 10 13). 

There are some other acts which do not either help any Sacrifice or 
bring about any desired results. Such ‘an act is the making of the Juhu 
with leaves of tress. This act has been regarded as Kratvartha, as the Juha 
is used at the Sacrifice. (Sutra 4.3.1). To the same category belong the 
Embellishments and Sanctificatory acts, which serve only to sanctify certain 
material things used at Sacrifices and render them fit for use; thus they render 
help to the acts of Sacrifice, as without the said embellishment and sancti- 
fication, the substance could not be fit for use. (Sutra 4.2.11)— 


To the same category belongs also the Vishvajit Sacrifice, which has 
been enjoined, but neither as part of another sacrifice, nor as bringing about 


262 Pirva-Mimamsa in its Sources 


a desirable result by itself. The conclusion regarding such acts is that they 
should be regarded as bringing about the universally disired result, in the 
shape of Heaven ; and as such, being ‘Purusartha’. This principle has been 
called the ‘Visvajit-Nyaya’, according to which, in cases where no particular 
result is mentoned, the Attainment of Heaven is assumed as the Result. 
But it is applicable to only those cases where no kind of Result is found to 
be either directly mentioned on indirectly indicated by supplementary texts ; 
when any such result is found the act is accepted as bringing about that 
Result. (Brhati MS. p. 97)—(Sitra 4.3.10—16). 

An instance of the Result being indirectly indicated is found in the 
Ratrisattra Sacrifice, the injunction whereof is followed by a commendatory 
text speaking of Reputation for Respectability and hence this also is Purusdrtha. 
(Su. 4.3.17—19) 

The Darsha-Pirnamasa Sacrifices have been spoken of as accomplish- 
ing all that is desirable ; these are thus Purusdrtha. But one performance of 
these Sacrifices can bring about only a single result ; so that for each parti- 
cular result, this performance should have to be repeated. (Si. 4.3.25—28). 

As regards those actions that are distinctly spoken of as accomplishing 
results pertaining to the physical world, the conclusion is that in every case, 
where there may be no obstacle in the way of the fulfilment of the result, 
the same result should be regarded as its ‘motive’ ; but if in any case, there 
be some insuperable obstacles in the fulfilment of the particular result, 
the Action should be regarded as bringing about super-physical results ; 
thus in either case, the Acts retain their Purusdartha character. The fact of 
the matter is that results are to be regarded as pertaining to the ‘other 
world’ only in cases where it is found absolutely impossible for them to be 
obtained and experienced in this world; e.g., the “Pleasures of Heaven’, 
which can be obtained in Heaven only. But as for results obtainable and 
experiencible in the world,—e.g., the obtaining of Cattle,—there is no ground 
for regarding them as pertaining to any world other than this physical one. 
(Si. 4.3.27-28, as differently interpreted, Bhasya Trs. pp. 816-817) 

There are some acts prescribed, the result of which accrue, not to the 
actual Performer himself, but to his son and other relations. For instance, 
the Vaishvanara Sacrifice, laid down as to be performed at the birth of a 


son; the result brought about by this Sacrifice,—in the shape of welfare, 
accrues to the born Infant. These acts also are Purusartha. (Siitra 4.3.38-39), 


CHAPTER XXV 


ORDER OF SEQUENCE 


So far, under Discourses I-IV Jaimini has dealth with details of 
What should be done : in Discourse V he has dealt with the Order of Sequence 
in the performance or doing of what should be done. 

There are five means by which this Order of Sequence is determined. 
They are —(1) ‘Sruti ’ Direct Assertion ; (2) Artha, Purpose (or Utility) ; 
(3) ‘Patha’, Verbal Text ; (4) ‘Pravrttt’, commencement (or Tendency) ; 
(5) ‘Kanda’, Place (in the texts); and (6) ‘Mukhya’, the Principal. 

Before expounding these, one important difference of opinion on this 
subject has to be noted. The Bhatfa and the Prabhakara hold entirely 
different. opinions regarding the question as to whether or not this Order 
of Sequence comes within the purview of Injunction proper. According 
ve the Bhétta, order does form an object of the Injunction (See Nydyaméa- 
lavistara on 5.1.1.) ; while according to the Prabhakara it cannot do so. 
(Brhati, Ms. 100-100B ; Rjuvimald, Ms. P. 497 et. seq. and Prakaranapan- 
chika P. 220). The reasoning of these latter may be thus summed up: 
In the case of all Injunctive texts, apart from the enjoined Act itself, we 
should be justified in admitting that alone as the further object of Injunction 
Without which the enjoining of the Act itself would remain incomplete ;— 
as a matter of fact, the Order of performance does not come under this cate- 
gory ; because whether we perform the Act at one time or the other, it is 
performed all the same, and the purpose of the Injunction is fulfilled. Thus 
then, Order not being an integral factor in the Act, it cannot, as a rule, be 
an object of Injunction by the word that enjoins the act itself. In some 
cases however it is the Order itself that is enjoined by the Injunctive Text ; 
for instance, the drinking or the eating of the Sacrificial Remnant having 
been enjoined by one Injunctive text, there is another Injunctive text en- 
Joining the Order in which that Drinking and Hating is to be done; this 
text being the one that lays down that ‘the Priest who pronounces the 
syllable Vasat is to do the Eating, first of all’. Such instances however are 
rare ; as a rule, the Injuctive Text says nothing as to the Order’ even when 
it does in certain cases, it does so not by means of the Injunctive Word, 
but by some other Word. 

Now as regards the Siz Means of determining Order.— 

(1) Direct Assertion, in the Veda itself; e.g.,, ‘The Adhvaryu Priest 
should initiate the Brahman Priest, after having initiated the Master of the 
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House’ ; whether the Order of Sequence has been Directly Asserted, as this 
is the sole authority,—says the Sura 5.1.1. 
This same Sara has been interpreted as determining the preliminary 
~ general question—Is Oredr to the determined by the Veda, or by some other 
means? The conclusion is that it can be determined only by the Vedic 
Injunction. (Bhadsya, Trs. pp. 862-863). 

It has also been taken as determining the question as to whether or 
not the Veda enjoins the Order ; and the Established Conclusion is that the 
Vedic Text does enjoin the Order. (Bhasya Trs. P. 863)—though not ne- 
cessarily by. the same word that enjoins the act itself—says the Prabhakara. 

(2) The Order of Sequence among Acts is determined also by Purpose, 
Utility ; for instance, though the text enjoining the cooking of the Yavagi 

'—Yavayim Pachati’—occurs in the Veda after the text enjoining its offer- 
ing—‘Agnihotram juhoti’, yet the cooking is done before the offering ; though 
considerations of Utility or Expediency ; as the cooking would serve no useful 
purpose after the offering has been made.—(Sii. 5. 1. 2). 

(3) In some cases, the Order among Acts is determined by the order 
in which the Texts enjoining them occur in the Veda,—z.e., by the Verbal 
Text. Eg. in connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa we have the texts 
—‘One should offer the Samit,—one should offer the Taninapdat etc., etc.’; 
and the conclusion regarding these is that the Acts should be performed in 
this definite order of sequence (Si. 5. 1. 4),—this order being the one indicated 
by the order of the Vedic Verbal Texts concerned—says the Bhisya (Trs. 
P. 868). Hence the perfromance of the Samit should come before that of 


the Taniinapat. 

(4) Order is also determined by Pravrtti, Commencement. For in- 
stance, the Sacrifice of ‘Seventeen’ animals dedicated to Prajapati has been 
enjoined ;—it has also been enjoined that each one of these seventeen 
animals has to go through a series of embellishments,—such as Updkarana, 
Niyojana and the rest ;—when these Embellishments come to be performed, 
the first of these may be done to any one of the seventeen animals one 
likes ; but when this process has once commenced with a particular animal, 
and the first of the Embellishments has been done to that animal,—the 
second and subsequent embellishments also should commence with the same 
animal with which the first started ; the order of these latter Embellish- 
ments being thus determined by the Commencement of the Process. Says 
the Satra (5.1.8)—In a case where it is possible for several details to be per- 
formed at one time, their order of sequence is to be determined by THE ORDER 


OF COMMENCEMENT, as the performance began in that order. 


wu’ 
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(5) Order is also determined by Place. For example, we have the 
text—‘For one desiring offspring, one should sacrifice with the Atiratra- 
Stoma containing twenty-one verses ;—for one desiring glory he should sa- 
crifice with the Atiratra containing twenty-seven verses ;—for one desiring 
social standing, he should sacrifice with the Atiratra containing thirty-three 
verses’,—(Tai. Sam. 2 2. 4. 7) ;—and in connection with this, it has been 
explained later on—(under Swra 10. 5. 26), that these varying numbers 
of verses have to be made up by introducing additional verses. Now, the 
question that arises is—when this introducing of additional verses is being 
done, are these additional verses to be introduced promiscuously, without 
any regard to the order of sequence ? or, are they to be introduced in the 
order in which they occur in their respective Vedic texts? The Established 
Conclusion is that the order of the verses introduced into the Atirdtra is 
determined by the Place that each verse occupies in the text of the Veda g 
so that those that appear first in the text of the Veda should be introduced 
first (Bhasya, Trs. P. 873). The Bhasya points out that the above case 
might well be taken as an instance of Order determined by Verbal eat 
(No. 3 above) ; hence it has provided another instance. The Jyotistoma 
is the Archetype of the Sadyaskra Sacrifice ; at the Jyotistoma, three ani- 
mals are sacrificed in the following order :—(1) the Agnisomiya animal 
is sacrificed on the Previous Day,—(2) the Savaniya animal is sacrificed 
on the Extraction Day, at the Morning Extraction, (3) the Anubandhya 
animal is sacrificed after the Final Sacrificial Bath. In accordance with 
the General Law regarding Archetypes and their Ectypes, the order of the 
sacrificing of the three animals in connection with the Sadyaskra would 
be the same as the above, had it not been for the special Injunction that 
‘At the Sddyaskra, all the animals should be sacrificed together ; it has also 
been decided that at the Sadyaskra, this sacrificing of all the three animals 
has to be done on the Extraction Day. Now in regard to this, there arises 
the question, —when all the three animals are going to be sacrificed together 
on the same day, what is to be the order in which they are to be sacrificed ? 
Should the Agnisomiya be sacrificed first, in accordance with the order in- 
dicated by the Verbal Texts mentioning the three animals ? or, should the 
Savaniya be sacrificed first-—on the strength of its Place, as being the first 
to be sacrificed on that particular day (of Extraction) ?—The Established 
Conclusion on this question is that the Savaniya is the jirst animal to be 
sacrificed, on the basis of ‘Place’, which is the first for the Savaniya for that 

day. (Bhasya Trs. Pp. 873-874). 
(6) Lastly, Order is also determined by the Principal ; that is, the Order 
of Sequence at the Subsidiary should follow the order at the Principal because 
84 
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Accessories are meant to subserve the purposes of the Principal—says the 
Sdtra (5.1.14). For example, in connection with the Chitra-Sacrifice two 
offermgs have been enjoined, both called ‘Sarasvaia’, on the ground of one 
being offered to Sarasvati, a female Deity, and the other to Sarasvdn, a male 
Deity. In the actual offering of these, the question arises as to which one 
of the two should be offered first. The Established Conclusion is that the 
Order of Sequence should be determined by the order at the Primary or 
Principal Sacrifice. In connection with the Principal Sacrifice, in the 
Yajyanuvakya text, the offereing to the female Deity is mentioned first: 
so that the same should be the case at the Subsidiaries also. (Bhdsya, 
Trs., p. 875.) 
There are some cases where there is conflict among the above six 
Means of Determining the Order of Sequence among Acts. 
(1) Satra 15 deals with a case where there is conflict between the 
order indicated by Verbal Texts (No. 3 above) and that indicated by the 
Principal (No. 6 above). Under the Darsha-Pirnamdsa Sacrifice, there 
are two offerings, the Agnisomiya and the Updmshuyaja ;—the substance 
offered at the Agnisomiya is the Cake, while that used at the Upamshuyaja 
is clarified Butter ; as regards the Details, those of the Cake are laid down 
first, then follow those of the Clarified Butter; but as between the two Princi- 
pals—the Agnisomiya and the Upaimshuyaja, the Upaémshuydja is laid down 
first, then the Agnisoniya. Now, in regard to the performance of the Details 
at the Agnisomiya, there arises the question—Which are the Details to be 
performed first ? Those relating to Clarified Butter, on the strength of the 
order of the Principals, between which two, the first to be laid down is the 
Upaimshuyaja, which has the Clarified Butter for its material? or, those 
relating to the Cake, on the strength of the Order of the Verbal Texts, among 
which those speaking of the Cake come first? The Established Conclusion 
on this question is as follows :—The Order of Sequence, among Subsidiaries 
should be that indicated by the Verbal Texts, (Sti. 5.1.15) ; and the reason for 
this is that—the order indicated by the Verbal-Teats is one that is indicated 
by the injunctions of the Subsidiaries themselves; so that if any other 
Order were adopted, the said Injunctions would be violated. Another 
reason for the superiority of the Order of the Verbal Tecats is that, it has the 
support of the specific Injunction of ‘Vedic Study,’ which lays down the 
study of the Vedic Texts in the order in which they actually appear in the 
Veda ; whereas in support of the Order of the Principals, there would be 
only the extremely subtle Syntactical Connection of the entire body of the 
texts laying down the performance of the Sacrifice ; [t.e., an order, not 
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directly laid down, but only assumed by Inference—adds Kumarila]. (Bha- 
sya, Trs., pp. 876-877). 


The following explanation has been supplied by Kwmdrila, in the 
Tuptikd :—The ‘Order of Verbal Texts’ is one that is learnt from the ‘Study 
of the Veda’, wherein the texts are found in a definite order ; the order there- 
fore is directly perceptible. In the case of the ‘Order of the Principals’, 
on the other hand, there is, first of all, the practical principle of expediency 
that all the details should be performed together; thus concomitance of 
the details is indicated by the Injunction of the perfromance of the Sacri- 
fice ; and as a necessary corollary to this concomitance, the Order of Sequence 
also comes to be inferred. Now this inferred Order of Sequence is rightly 
rejected in favour of the Directly Perceived Order of Sequence in accor- 
dance with the Verbal Texts. 


Among cases of order determined by Verbal Texts, there are some 
cases where there is conflict between the order of Sequence indicated by 
the Mantra-tect and that indicated by the Brahmana text. Where there 
is such conflict, the order of the Mantra-text should be followed, because the 
capacity to be used as it stands is inherent in the Mantra ; hence tt ts that the 
Brahmana-text is taken as the originative Injunction of Acts, says the Sitra 
(5.1.16). For instance, in connection with the Darsha-Parnamasa it is 
found that the Mantra-terts bearing upon the 4Agnéya—which forms part 
of the Darsha-Piirnamasa, come before,—while the Brahmana-texts bearing 
upon it come after,—those bearing on the Agnisomiya Sacrifice. That 
is, the Agnisomiya is laid down by Brahmana-texts occurring in the Fifth 
Prapathaka of the Taittiriya Brahmana, and the Agnéya is laid down by 
Brahmana-teats occurring in the Siath Prapathaka; but in the Mantra-Kanda 
the Mantras connected with the Agnéya are found before those connected 
with the Agnisomiya. The Established Conclusion on this point is as fo- 
lows :—As a matter of fact, the Mantras has the capacity to be used as 
it stands in its own form; it is by nature of this capacity that the Mantra 
is actually used at Sacrifices ; hence the Order in which the Mantra appears 
Serves a perceptibly useful purpose of being used in that order ; as regards 
the Brahmana-teat on the other hand, it serves the other purpose of en- 
Joining the performance of Acts and in most cases, it is not meant to be 
used in its Verbal form as it stands.—(Bhasya, Trs., p. 878.) 


In the case of a number of Prospective Sacrifices,—i.e., those performed 
entirely for the purpose of obtaining a worldly reward,—there is no restri- 
ction as to the Order in which they are performed, independently, each by 
itself. When each is performed by itself, it may be performed at every 
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time that the performer has the desire for securing the particular reward. 
(Satra, 5.3.32—36.) 

(1) ‘Ist’ is the common name applied to all Sacrifices at which the 
offerings consist of Milk, Butter, Rice, Barley and other grains, and the 
‘Soma.’ is the common name applied to all Sacrifices where the offerings 
consist of Soma-Juice. As between the ‘Jstz’ and the ‘Soma’ Sacrifices, 
there is no restriction regarding their relative order of sequence. (Sa. 5.4. 
5—9). There is option as to which is to be performed first. (a) For one 
who is not going to perform the Soma-Sacrifice, and who installs the Fire 
without reference to the Soma-Secrifice, the Isti should come first ; (b) but 
if the Five-installing has been done for the purpose of the Soma-Sacrifice, 
then the Soma-Sacrifice should come first—says the Bhdsya (Trs., p. 951.) 


CHAPTER XXVI 
‘SACRIFICER’ 


(A) QUALIFICATIONS OF THE PERFORMER OF SACRIFICES 


Sacrificial Acts and their Order of Sequence have been dealt with so 
far. The Sutras in Discourse VI consider the character and qualifications 
of the Performer. As a rule the Perosn ‘entitled’ to perform a Sacrifice, 
—i.e., who is going to perform the Sacrifice—is one who wishes to obtain 
the result which that Sacrifice is expected to bring about. Hence the first 
question dealt with is the fruitfulness of the Sacrifices—that is, with the 
fact of the Sacrificial Acts really bringing about definite results. 

The consideration of this is prefaced by the consideration of another 
question :—When the Vedic text enjoins a Sacrificial Act for the man de- 
siting Heaven, this text asserts a certain relationship bewteen the ‘Desire 
for Heaven’ and the Act of ‘Sacrifice’. Now in this relationship, does the 
Sacrifice come in as the Means or as the End to be accomplished ? That 
is, is Heaven the ‘subordinate’ and Sacrifice the ‘principal’ factor ? or Vice 
versa? Tf what is enjoined in the text is the Sacrifice as to be accomplished 
by, the Man desiring Heaven, then it follows that the Sacrifice can be duly 
accomplished only by the man who is imbued with the desire for Heaven ; 
so that in relation to the Sacrifice, the ‘Desire for Heaven’ would appear 
to be enjoined as (a Means) for the Man. This would mean that it is only 
the man who has this ‘desire for Heaven’ who can be entitled to, and pro- 
perly perform, the Sacrifice. In this case, the Sacrifice would be the End 
and ‘Desire for Heaven’ the Means to that End. On the other hand, if 
what is enjoined for ‘the man desiring Heaven’ is the bringing about of 
the desired thing,—then this bringing about of the desired thing would have 
to be regarded as qualified by the ‘Sacrifice’ ; and in that case, the ‘Sacrifice’ 
would be recognised as the Means and the ‘Desired thing’ as the End. Thus 
the text may be construed in both these ways—(a) ‘the Sacrifice should 
be accomplished by means of the Desired thing—Heaven,’ and (b) ‘the De- 
sired thing, Heaven should be brought about by means of the Sacrifice’. 
And yet both these constructions cannot be possible at the same time. 
Hence the justification of the question. The Established Conclusion on 
the question is that the Sacrifice is the Subordinate, and Heaven, the Princi- 
pal, factor (Bhasya Trs. p., 969). The Text therefore is to be taken as the 
Injunction of the act of Sacrifice for the Man Desiring Heaven ; and from 
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this it follows that heaven is the Principal Factor, and Sacrifice, the Subordi- 
nate factor ; which means that the Injunction ‘should sacrifice’ should be 
taken as pertaining to the ‘Man Desiring Heaven’; and it thus becomes 
established that the Text in question lays down the qualification of the 
Performer. (Bhasya, Trs. p. 971.) 


(B) Wuar 1s ‘Heaven’ ? 


In this same connection, the question has been raised regaring the 
exact nature of Heaven. Is it a Substance—or only a Quality, in the shape 
of Happiness? If it were a Substance, then it would naturally have to be 
regarded as the Principal Factor. - 


The Established Conclusion on this point is that the term ‘Heaven’ 
stands only for a form of happiness, and it is only in its secondary figurative 
sense that it is applied to the thing or substance that causes happiness.— 
As a matter of fact, people always describe ‘Heaven’ as happiness—says 
the Bhasya (trs., p. 967). 

The word ‘Svarga,’ ‘Heaven’, says Prakaranapafichika (pp. 102-103) 
is applied to that happiness which is totally free from all touch of pain, and 
which, as such, is desired by all men. It goes on (p. 149) to explain that 
Happiness or pleasure is not mere absence of Pain: In the absence of Pain, 
what we feel is that ‘there is no pain’ ;—the feeling being a negative one; 
and hence from the very nature of the cognition of Negation, it follows 
that what we are conscious of in this case is the Soul by itself, as without 
pain, and not as with a positive quality ; on the other hand, when we feel 
happy-and feel pleasure, we are conscious of something positive, of a positive 
quality belonging to the Soul. 

The first qualification thus for the Performer is that he should have 
the desire for the Result. The next point is that the ‘Person’ should be a 
human being ; as it is only a human being who can carry out the entire de- 
tails of the prescribed Act—says the Sdtra (6.1.5). Hence, it is Man alone 
who is entitled to perform Sacrifices. Beings lower than the human are 
not so entitled, because they are not able to carry out the details of the 
Sacrifice in their entirety ; hence for these beings, the Sacrifice acannot be 
a means of securing happiness. (Bhdsya, Trs., p. 973.) 

The Bhasya (p. 973) goes on to add that Deities also are not entitled 
to the performance of Sacrifices, because apart from themselves, there are 
no other Deities to whom they could offer Sacrifices,—and there can be 
no offering to one’s own self ; in fact, such an act would be no offering at all. 
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Nor are sages (Primeval) entitled to the performance of Sacrifices 
—says the Bhdsya (p. 973); because they can have no Gotra ; Bhygu and 
other sages cannot belong to these same ‘“Bhrgu’ and other Gotras. Nor 
is the capacity to perform sacrifices perceptible in Deities and Sages. 


This view regarding Deities and Sages has been accepted by Kwmarila 
(Si. 6.1.4-5) (see Tupltkd, p. 87); but Parthasa@ratht Mishra has demurred 
to this (see Tantra-ratna), and has remarked as follows :—Time, with us 
Mimamsakas is beginningless ; hence even before one set of sages Bhrgu, etc., 
there have been other sets of the same sages in other cycles, and these latter 
would be the Gotra of the ‘present’ Sages ; hence there is nothing to prevent 
Sages being entitled to the performance of Sacrifices. As regards Deities 
also, for those philosophers who, like us, hold that Deities exist only in the 
form of works and they have a purely verbal existence, the reason put for- 
ward by the Bhasya has no force ; because the Deity Indra also can make 
offerings through pronouncing the word ‘Indra’. The reasoning of the 
Bhasya should therefore be taken to refer to those philosophers according 
to whom Deities are real material entities. 


(C) Derrms nor Enrrriep ro Perrorm SACRIFICES 

It is interesting to note the grounds of expediency that have been 
put forward in the Bhasya (Trs. p. 975) against the view that Deities are 
entitled to the performance of Sacrifices :—’There is a certain Sacrifice which 
has been enjoined as to be performed for a thousand years ; if Deities were 
entitled to perform Sacrifices, as they do have stich long lives, this Sacrifice 
could be easily performed by them for a thousand years, and there would 
be no justification for taking the word years as standing for days, and thus 
bringing it within the capacity of human beings (who would naturally be- 
come excluded if the word ‘years’ stood for real years).On the other hand, 
if human beings alone are entitled to perform Sacrifices, there is every justi- 
fication for taking the word years in the sense of days. (See in this conne- 
ction, Saras 6.7. 31—41.) 

In the Brahmasitra 1.3.8—33, this question of the Title or Capacity 
of Deities to ‘Brahmajndna’ has been discussed ; we are told there (Su. 31) 
that they are not entitled to it, according to Jaimini, but according to 
Badarayana (the author of the Brahmasitra), they are entitled. (Si. 33). 
Shankaracharya (under Si. 1.3.25) has also referred to Mi. Si. (6.1.1.) in 
regard to this Adhikara or Title. Under Si. 1.3.33, he declares that though 
it may be granted that Deities are not entitled to the various Updsands, 
forms of Worship and Meditation, prescribed in the Vedas ; yet there is no 
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justification for denying their title to Brahmajitana, pure and simple. He 
also declares in favour of the view that Deities are embodied beings, and 
as such they also are entitled to that Supreme Knowledge of Brahman which 
leads to Moksa, Liberation. 


(D) Arg Women EntitLep To Perrorm Sacririces ? 

In connection with the question of Persons entitled to perform Sa- 
crifices, there have been two wide exclusions; Women and Shadras have 
come to be excluded from the performance on some-what vague grounds, 
specially as regards Women. 

Sutras 6.1.6—20 deal with the case of Women. 

The question has been raised in connection with the general Injunction 
‘Svargakimo yajéta’ (‘Desiring Heaven, one should perform Sacrifices’), 
Is this Injunction meant for the Man alone or for Man as wellas Woman ? 

The Prima Facie View is that—‘‘As the word used in the text, ‘“Svar- 
gakamah’ is in the masculine, the Injunction should be taken as restricted 
to the Male alone. This is the view that has been held by the Sage Azti- 
shayana, says the Sutra 6.1.6; a somewhat unusual form of stating the 
Parvapaksa. 

The Established Conclusion is that tt is the whole Genus, the whole 
Human Community, Male as well as Female,—that is entitled, under the 
Injunction, to perform Sacrifices ; because there is no ground for distinction ; 
hence the Woman also should be regarded as entitled to perform Sacrifices,— 
says Siitra 6.1.8. This view has been stated in the Sutra as sponsored 
by Badaradyana. 

As the question of ‘Equal Rights’ is a moot question even today, we 
shall devote some attention to the arguments that have been adduced on 
both sides. 

The argument against Women’s right to perform Sacrifices may be 
thus summed up :—(a) “To men alone should the title to perform sacrifices 
belong, as they alone possess property ; as a matter of fact, Man alone pos- 
sesses wealth, not woman ; and wealth is necessary for sacrficial performances. 
Women cannot possess wealth, because they are bought and sold, —sold 
by their father, and bought by the husband. That is, having been sold 
by the Father, the Woman does not have any right over his property ; and 
having been bought by the husband, she cannot have any right over his 
property. The ‘buying’ and ‘selling’ referred to here is in view of the 
Arga form of Marriage, where the Bridegroom has to give to the Bride’s 


Chapter XXVI : Sacrificer 273 


father a Cow and a Bull. There are several other Vedic texts which show 
that Women are actually bought and sold ; there is the text, for instance, 
which says,—‘Tf, upon being bought by the husband, the woman has dealings 
with others, etc., etc.’—(b) It might be argued that the Woman may acquire 
the required wealth on her own account by means of spinning, cooking 
and such arts. But what she earns will not be her own ; it. belongs to her 
husband sad & aafarestt wer a cet ae TAH says Manu. (Sutras 10-12.) 


The answer to this argument is as follows :—The desire for results 
1s equally present in the woman also. As regards her having no wealth 
of her own, this absence of property is based upon the authority of the 
Smrtt (of Manu quoted), while her title to the performance of Sacrifices 
would be based upon the Vedic text—if she fulfils the condition of having 
the ‘Desire for Heaven’. From this we conclude that if the woman desires 
the results that have been mentioned as following from the Sacrifices, she 
should not mind what the Smrti has said regarding her not having property, 
she should proceed to acquire wealth and perform to Sacrifice. (Bha. Si. 
13). As a matter of fact, however, the Woman ts actually connected with 
Property—says the Siitra (14) ;—this is clear from the following words addre- 
ssed to the Bridegroom at the time of marriage—aa ay THA T Aa eTeaT 
‘In matters relating to Duty (religious acts), to property and to pleasure, she 
should not be ignored’. All that Manu’s declaration—that ‘the woman 
has no property’—means is that ‘the wife should not behave as if she were 
independent of her husband’.—(Bhasya, Trs., p. 981). As regards the ‘Sale’ 
that has been spoken of in regard to the wife, Marriage is a purely religious 
function, it is not a Sale in the ordinary sense of the term; an article is 
said to be ‘sold’ only when its price is a fluctuating factor,—sometimes 
More sometimes less; in the case of the Marriage however, the so-called 
‘price’ is a fixed item—‘a hundred bullocks’for instance, for the girl, irrespe- 
ctive of her being ugly or handsome. Lastly, there is a Vedic text indicating 
that Women do have property; this text is q@it at qfemeaase 
‘The Wife is mistress over the household property.’ (Si. 16 and Bhasya.) 
We have seen that the Man and the Woman both possess property 
and are therefore equally entitled to perform Sacrifices, The next question 
that arises is—Is the Man alone or the Woman alone, entitled to perform 
Sacrifices? Or are both to perform them only jointly ? 
This question has been dealt with by Sitras 6.1.17-21. 
The Prima Facie View is that each of them should perform the Sacrifice 
saparately; because the Injuctive Word that lays down the Sacrifice— 
35 
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‘Yajeta’—is the singular number, and due significance must attach to this 
Number ; whereby only one person should perform the Sacrifice at a time, 
and there should not be any joint performance by any two or more. 


The Established Conclusion however is as follows :—Zhough both the 
Man and his wife, possess property, their action should always be joint, because 
of the declaration to that effect. (Sutra 6.1.17). This ‘declaration’is contained 
in such texts as (2) ‘In matters relating to Duty, Property and Pleasure, 
she shall not be ignored’ ; (b) ‘Religious acts should be performed jointly’. 
there are some Sacrifices again which must be performed by the Man and his 
wife together ; such for instance, as the two important Sacrifices of Darsha— 
Purnamasa and Jyotistoma ; at both these Sacrifices, oblations are laiddown 
as to be offered and of the Clarified Butter that has been ‘examined’ by the 
Sacrificer and his Wife ; and the performance of such Sacrifices would be 
defective if either the Man or his wife did not participate in it. Nor can the 
Man performing the Sacrifice associate any Woman he likes with him- self ; 
because the texts definitely assert that the Man should be associated with the 
woman who is his ‘patna’, and the Patni is his married wife, in regard to 
which the Man has been exorted ‘to do jointly with his wife all those acts 
that need associating with a woman’. As regards the Singular Number in the 
Injunctive Word‘yajeta’, if stress were meant to be laid upon this Singular 
Number, how could the Sacrificer associate with himself as many as sixteen 
Priests? Further, the functions of the Wife at the performance are entirely 
different from those of the Sacrificer himself; so that by performing her 
own specified functions, the Wife does not disturb the singleness of the 
Husband. It is absolutely essential too that the Sacrifice should be per- 


formed by the Husband and the Wife together, because the wealth that is 


used at the performance of Sacrifices belongs in common to the Husband 


and Wife ; hence the Sacrifice should be performed by both jointly ; or if, 
either of them is unwilling, it should not be performed at all. There are 
certain acts in the way of personal Embellishments which may be done 
by the Man by himself, and no associating of the Wife is necessary there ; 
to this category belong such acts as the shaving of the head, the wearing of 
the Gold ring and so forth. As regards the argument that the Wife being a 
purchased commodity, her ‘ownership’ over property cannot be real—this 
has been answered already ; as a matter of fact, the idea that ‘the Wife is 
a purchased commodity and is not entitled to own property’ is based 
upon Smrti, while the idea that She owns property is based on Vedic texts; 
and further, it is by virtue of her ‘desiring the result expected to follow 
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from the Sacrifice’ that the Wife is entitled to its performance. From all 
this it follows that both the Man and his Wife are jointly entitled to the 
performance of Sacrifices. (Bhasya ,Trs., pp. 983—986). 


The next question that arises is—Is the Wife to do all that the Hus- 
band does? or are her functions restricted ? 


The Prima Facie View is that as the Sacrifice is performed by both 
jointly, all the functions laid down as to be performed by the ‘Sacrificer’ 
should be performed by the Wife also; because she is as much a ‘Sacrificer’ 
as the Husband. 


The Established Conclusion is as follows :—Lo the Wife appertain only 
such functions as are specifically laid down for her. She has to do also the 
‘Invoking of Blessings’ and observe ‘celibacy’. (Stitra 6..1. 24) ;—and the 
reason for this is that the Vedic text distinctly lays down these acts as to 
be done by her, and in matters relating to Dharma, the Vedic text is our 
sole guide; and for the same reason she is to do also the ‘Tnvoking of the 
Blessings’ and also observe ‘celibacy’. The reason given for all this distin- 
ction is that She is not equal (Sutra 24) ; that is, She does not stand on the same 
footing as the Husband—says the Bhasya (Trs. P. 994). 


From what has gone before, this ‘inequality’ would appear 
reference to the fact that there are some details that can be performed by 
the Man alone, and others again that can be performed by the Wife alone. 
The Sutra does not make any mention of the Woman being not entitled 
to study the Veda. The Commentators however, from the Bhasya down- 
words, have explained the ‘inequality’ of the Sutra to mean that ‘the Hus- 
band is a Male and hence learned in the Veda, while the Wife is a Female, 
and hence not so learned’ (Bhasya Trs. p. 993) ; and Kumarila goes a step 
further and offers a different interpretation of the words of the Sutra ; 
he says ;—“The term Ashih literally stands for those Vedic Mantras in which 
blessings are invoked—such as Ayurda agn? ayurme Gehi’ ; but in view of 
the fact that the Wife is not learned in the Veda and hence would not be 
able to recite the said Mantras with the proper accent etc., the term ‘Ashih’ 
should be taken as standing for Embellishments, such as bathing, anointing, 
applying collyrium to the eyes and so forth ; the term ‘celibacy’ also should 
be taken as standing for freedom from passions of all kinds”. (Zuptika). 
The Bhasya (Trs. P. 993)‘ proceeds—What happens is this :—(a) There 
are certain details subserving the purposes of the Sacrifice which have been 
declared as to be performed by the ‘Sacrificer’, and as in all these texts 


o be in 
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the ‘Sacrificer’ is mentioned by means of a name in the Masculine Gender, 
these details would be performed by the Man, not by his Wife ; (6) then 
there are certain details subserving the purposes of the Sacrifice which have to 
be performed with Mantras ; and these also could not be performed by the 
W2fe, as she does not possess the requisite knowledge ; nor can these texts 
themselves be taken as indicating the presence of such knowledge in women ; 
as such indication would be justifiable only if the performance were imp- 
ossible in the absence of such knowledge in the Wife; as a matter of fact, 
however, even in the absence of such knowledge in the W?fe, the performance 
in queStion could be carried out by the Husband himself; hence there is 
no justification for assuming such knowledge in the Wife, and thus treating 
an exception to the general rule that prohibits Vedic Study for women. 
Hence it follows that the details requiring the reciting of Mantras should 
be performed by the Husband, not by the Wife. (c) As regards the ‘Invoking 
of Blessings’ and the ‘Celibacy’, these subserve the purposes of the Performer R 


- so that these could not be regarded as complete if done by only one of the 


couple ; because if only one of these did them, the Embellishment of the 
other would remain defective. In the texts enjoining these details, the 
‘Sacrificer’ does not figure as the Subject, hence the Gender of the word has 
no significance : which means that these have to be done by both—the Man 
as well as his Wife. (d) What has been specifically laid down as to be done 
by the Wife, e.g., ‘Examining of the Clarified Butter’,—has to be done 
by her alone. From all this it follows that on account of this ‘inequality’ 
the Wife does not stand on the same footing as the Husband. 


(BE) Is tar SuHupra EntitLED To PeRForm Sacririces ? 


The Shudra is not entitled to perform Sacrifices at all. The Esta- 
blished Conclusion on the subject has been thus formulated in the Sutra 
(6. 1. 26). Lhe Agnihotra and such Sacrifices can be performed by the three 
Higher Castes only, as in connection with the Fire-installation Rite, these three 
only have been mentioned ; the Shudra therefore can have nothing to do with 
Sacrifices ; specially as the Veda is related to the Brahmana and the other two 
castes only. The Fire-installation Rite has been enjoined in the text—‘The 
Brahmana should install the Fires during Spring, the Ksattriya during Su- 
mmer and the Vaishya during Autumn’; and there is no mention of the 
Sudra. Thus being without the duly-installed Fires, the Shudra cannot 
perform the Agndhotra and such other acts. The Ahavaniya and other 
consecrated fires being not available for the Shudra, he cannot be entitled 
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to the performance of those acts where these consecrated Fires are essential. 
(Bhasya Trs. pp. 995-996). (This view is quoted with approval by Pra- 
bhakara in Brhati, p- 111A). Apart from the Restrictive text relating to 
the Fire-installation Rite, there is yet another Vedic text restricting the 
title to Sacrifices to the three Higher Castes only—this text speaking of 
Initiation as to be done to the Brahmana, the Ksattriya and the Vaishya, 
—the Shudra being altogether omitted ; and as no one is fit to perform Sacri- 
fices without Initiation, the Shudra should be regarded as unfit for performing 
Sacrifices, on account of not having been ‘initiated’ into Vedic Study ; and 
hence having not acquired the learning requisite for sacrificial performances. 
Being without the knowledge of Veda acquired in the proper manner, the 
Shudra cannot have the requisite capacity and is therefore not entitled 
to perform Sacrifices. (Bhd. Trs. p. 1000). Nor is it possible for the Shudra 
to acquire the requisite knowledge later on; because such knowledge has 
been strictly forbidden for the Shudra—the prohibitive text being “The 
Shura shall not read the Veda.’ If he did read it, he must be only incurring 
Sin, and not acquiring the title to perform Sacrifices. Even if it were pos- 
sible for the Shudra to acquire the knowledge, he would not thereby become 
entitled to perform Sacrifices, as he would still be without the Consecrated 
Fires,—the installing of these having been restricted to the three higher 
castes (See above) (Bhasya Trs. p. 1000--1002). 


Prabhakara (Brhati Ms, p. 111A) says—‘Rightly has the author of 
the Bhasya summed up the right view by declaring that it is by reason of 
his not having ‘installed’ the Fires that the Shudra is not entitled to the 
performance of the Jyotistoma and other Sacrifices’. 


According to the Veddnta-Sutra (and Shankaracharya) also, Shudras 
are not entitled to perform Sacrifices. 


(F) Tur ‘RarHaKARA’ AND THE ‘NISADASTHAPATI’ ARE ENTITLED TO 
PERFORM SACRIFICES 


There are two exceptions to the general exclusion of Shiidras trom the 
performance of Sacrifices,—dealt with under Sa. 6. 1. 44—50 and Si. 6. 
1. 51-52. 

(a) It has been settled above that it is only the three Higher Castes 
are entitled to the Installation of Fire. We have a Vedic text however 
laying down this Fire installation to be done ‘during the Rains’, by the 
‘Rathakara’. Now who is this Rathakara ? The literal meaning of the word 
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as the chariot-maker. Does then the text refer to Fire-installation as to be 
done by a person of one of the higher castes who has taken up the profession 
of. chariot-making ? or is Rathakdra an altogether different caste? The 
Established Conclusion on the question is that the persons meant by the 
word ‘Rathakara’ are ‘the inferior Saudhanvanas’—says the Sutra (6.1.50) ; 
this caste is slightly inferior to the three higher castes. This case has been 
dealt with by Katyayana in his Shrauta-Sutra (1. 11. 12) ; from which we 
learn that the ‘Rathakara’ is one whose mother is born of a Shudra mother 
and a Vaishya.Father ; and the Commentator on Kdatyayana remarks that 
the Fire-installation by this Rathakara is only for the purposes of purifi- 
cation, not for that of Sacrificial performances. 


(6) Similarly we have the Injunction—‘This Raudra Sacrifice should 
be- performed for the Nisada-sthapat’. The question arises in regard to 
the exact signification of the compound ‘Nisdda-sthapati’ ; does this stand 
for the ‘chief’ z.e., king, of the Nisadas’ ? or for king who is himself a N7- 
sda? In the former case, there would be no difficulty, as the “Chief of the 
Nisadas’ may belong to one of the three higher castes and hence fully entitled 
to the performance of the Raudra and also other Sacrifices. In the latter 
case however, the chief, being himself a Nis@da, would not be a member of 
any of the three higher castes, and hence not entitled to the performance of 


the Raudra or any other Sacrifice. 


- The Established Conclusion on this question is that the word stands 
the chief who is himself a Nisada ; such is the direct signification of the com- 
pound ; as in this case the compound being Karmadharaya, both members 
of it retain their natural connotations ; such is not the case if the com- 
pound is taken as Tatpurusa, in the sense of ‘Chief of Nisadas’. That the 
Chief of the Nisada-caste is meant is also indicated by the Vedic text lying 
down ‘a false coin’ as the Sacrificial Fee at the Raudra Sacrifice in question ; 
as a ‘false coin’ is of use to Nisadas only. (Bhasya Trs. p. 1012). This Nisada 
is a mixed caste ; though he is devoid of Vedic learning, yet, in view of the 
text expressly enjoining the Raudra-Sacrifice for him, we have to take it 
that he ig to learn up the texts for the occasion, needed for the performance 


of that Sacrifice. 
This man however has to perform the Sacrifice in the Fire consecrated 


for thé occasion, as in his case there cannot be the regularly installed Fire 


of the Agnihotra, nor the Upanayana-Fire (Si. 6. 8. 20-21). 
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(G) DisQUALIFICATION FOR PERFORMERS OF SACRIFICES - 


Jaimini has discussed some other incapacitating circumstances 
also—e.g., (1) Want of necessary wealth and (2) Physical disability. 


The case of the man without wealth has been dealt with under St. 
6. 1, 39-40. The Established Conclusion is that the possession of wealth 
is not a pre-requisite ; it is not right that the man without wealth should 
not be entitled to perform Sacrifices ; because the possession of wealth is a 
variable factor; no one is ‘devoid of wealth’ by birth; there are always 
ways and means whereby even a poor man can become wealthy ; so that 
the possession of wealth can always be brought about as the need arises. 


(Bhasya Trs. p. 1003). 


The other incapacitating circumstance is considered under Sa. 6. 
1. 41; it is that of the man with bodily defect ; and the conclusion is that a 
person with such defect is not necessarily excluded from Sacrifices ; as it is 
always possible that the man may become cured of the defect. 


But if the bodily defect is one that is congenttal, or in any way incurable, 
then the man is not entitled to peform Sacrifices. (Si. 42). 


The view of the Neo-Mimamsakas—Madhavacharya for instance— 
is that it is only the Prospective (i.e., Kamya) Sacrifices to which such men 
are not entitled ; they ave entitled to perform the Compulsory and Contingent 


Sacrifices. 


A third incapacitation condition is considered under Siitra 6. 1. 43. 


In connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa, we have the Injuction 
of ‘naming three Gotra-Rsis.’ Ifa man is unable to name these three Reis, 


does he become excluded from Sacrifices? Yes, says St. 6. 1. 43. 


But this does not mean that the Darsha-Purnamasa can be performed 


only by those who can name three and only three Pravara-Rsis ; all that is 
three Rsis are excluded. So that 


me entitled ; this is made 
five shall not be named’. 


meant is that those who are unable to name 
persons who can recount five Pravara-Rsis beco 


further clear by the prohibition that ‘more than 
(Luptika). 

The question as to who is entitled to 
with systematically by Katyayana in his 
3 he puts forward the view that all beings 


perform Sacrifices has been. dealt 
Shrauta-Sutra (1.3-12). Th Sia. 
—animal, human and divine,— 
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are equally entitled to the performance of Sacrifices. Si. 4 rejects this view 
and declares that human beings alone can be so entitled, as it is they alone 
that can really perform Sacrifices ; the Deities cannot do so; the commen- 
tator Karka adds—because they have all their desires already fulfilled and do 
not stand need of anything which they would seek to accomplish by means of 
Sacrifices ; and also because apart from these Deities themselves, there is 
no ‘Deity’ to whom they could make offerings ; the Raksasas and Pishachas 
cannot perform Sacrifices, as they are by their very nature, impure and 
hence unfit for sacrificial performances ;—nor can animals offer Sacrifices, 
as they are devoid of the requisite Vedic learning. he disabilities in con- 
nection with human beings are mentioned in Si. 5. Sacrifices cannot be 
performed by one who has one or more limbs wanting,—who is devoid of 
Vedic learning,—who is sexless,—and who is a Shudra. One who has no 
legs cannot perform the walking involved in the Visnukrama prescribed in 
connection with Sacrifices (Vide—Shata-Br. 1.1-2.13; 6.5.2.10; 6.6.4.1); 
—the blind cannot do the ‘Examining’ of the Clarified Butter ; the dumb 
cannot recite the Mantras ; and a Sacrifice in which these details are wanting 
would be no Sacrifice at all. One who is devoid of Vedic Learning is not 
entitled, because he cannot know what is to be done and how; the sexless 
person is not entitled ; because the Scriptures have declared such a person 
to be ‘impure’ by his very nature. The Shiidra also is not entitled. Sutra 
6 declares that the Brahmana, the Kshatriya and the Vaishya alone are 
entitled to perform Sacrifices ; because of declarations in the Veda to that 
effect ; the Veda has restricted Fire-installation to the three higher castes 
only, and no Sacrifices can be performed without these Fires. ‘Absence 
of Learning’ is not a disqualification for the Shudra only ; as it has been 
mentioned as a disqualification for all castes. Sutra 7 distinctly declares 
that women are as much entitled to the performance of Sacrifices as men ; 
specially as it is found that the Veda enjoins the Initiation of the Sacri- 
ficer and his Wife, the former being initiated with the Mekhala and the 
latter with the Yoktra (Sutra 8). Karka however adds that women are 
entitled, but only as associated with their husbands, and not independently 
by themselves ; he bases this disqualification upon a later Smyti text, which 


declares that ‘there is no independent sacrificing for women’, He appears to 
have lost sight of the fact that the Man also is not entitled to perform 
Sacrifices, except as associated with his wife. Under Sutra 11 and 12 Ka- 
tydyana has dealt with the cases of the ‘Rathkara’ and the ‘Nisadasthapate’. 
(See above ) 
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(H) Sarrras—Communistic SAcRIFICES 


Jaimini has devoted some special Siras to the consideration of the 
question as to who are entitled to perform the Communistic Sacrifices, 
Satras ; this question turns upon the question as to who is the recipient . 
of the rewards accruing from those Sacrifices. 


The question is—Who is to perform the Communistic Sacrifices, 
like the Sattray Is it each individual person of the ‘Community’ desiring 
‘the whole fruit of the Sacrificer or the whole Community’, as a 
Community’? 


The Prima Facie View is that no individual singly should perform what 
has been enjoined for the entire ‘Community’ or Group. The whole Group 
collectively, as desiring the Result, should be the Performer, and the Result 
should also accrue to all of them collectively. 


The Established Conclusion is as follows :—In as much as each man 
helps tin the accomplishment of the desired end, the title to the performance 
be taken as aceruing to each. (Siitra 6.2.1). As a rule when an act is done 
by several persons together, each of them helps in the accomplishment of 
the desired end ; and the Result of an act should always accrue to the per- 
former of that act ; and in the case in question, each of the persons concerned 
is a ‘Performer’ of the Sacrifice. So that even though the performance 
has been undertaken by them collectively, the Result should accrue to each 
of them severally. (Bhasya—Trs., p. 1014.) 

The Sattra deffers from the ordinary Sacrifice in that—(1) it cannot 
be performed by one man (Si. 10.6.45—50, and 10.6.59-60).and (2) all the 
priests are from among the ‘Sacrificers’ themselves (10.6.51—58), (3) for 
this same reason there is no ‘appointment’ of Priests (Sa.10.2.35, Bha. Trs, 
1698) ; and the services of the Priests at the Sattra are not ‘bought’ or ‘ex- 
changed’, for any promised ‘Fee’ (10.2.35—38) ; and the gift of ‘a mare 
or a slave-girl or a cow’, which is prescribed in connection with the Saras- 
vata-Lsti (which forms part of the procedure of the Sattra) has been regarded. 
as fulfilling a transcendental result, (10.2.44-45), and not the effect of ‘se- 
curing the services’ of the Priests—which is the usual purpose served by 
Hees. (See 10.2.44). If one of the Sacrificers at the Sattra should happen to 
die during the performance, his bones have to be kept wrapped ind eer-skin, 
and his place at the Sacrifice is to be taken up by a person nearly related 
to him, and at the end ofthe year, the Sacrificers should perform, for the sake 
of their dead partner, a special Sacrifice called the ‘Samvatsara-yaga’ (Si. 


10.2.47-48). All the seventeen persons performing the Sattra should belong 
36 
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to the same Brahmana subsect ; 7.e.., they should all be followers of the same 
Kalpa-Sitra (Si. 6.6.1—11). But at the Kuldyayajiia, it is possible for the 
King and his Priest to belong to different Kalpas (Si. 6.6.12—15). Ksa- 
triyas and Vaishyas cannot perform Sattras, to which Brahmanas alone are 
entitled ; and of these also, only those who belong to the Vishvdmitra-Gotra ; 
and of these last, only such as are guided by the same Kalpa, (Si. 6.6.15—26). 
All persons performing the Sattra should be regular performers of the Ag- 
nihotra (6.6.27—42), To the Samidhéni however all ‘Regenerate’ (Dvija) 
persons are equally entitled (Si. 6.6.3)—39). The Juht% and other Imple- 
ments used at the Sattra should be kept common among all the Sacrificers, 
and nothing should belong exclusively to any one Sacrificers. The reason for 
this lies in the fact that if any implement belongs to any one person, in the 
event of his death, it would ave to be burnt along with his body, and this 
would interfere with the performance. (Si. 6.6.33—35). 


To the performance of the Vishvajit Sacrifice, only such persons are 
entitled as can afford to give 112 pieces of Gold. (Si. 6.7.18—20.) 


The possibility of several performers at the Communistic Sacrifices 
might lead people to believe that there may be several performers at the 
Darsha-Purnamasa and such. Sacrifices also. But the conclusion is 
that at all of them, there is to be a single Performer at each performance. 
In fact, that is the normal law; it at the Communistic Sacrifices 
like the Sattra, there are several performers, those are special cases, 
specially provided for by special Vedic Injunctions; e¢.g., in regard to 
the Sattra it has been enjoined that ‘there are to be at least Seventeen Per- 
formers’. (Sdtra 6.2.3—12.) 


In regard to Sacrifices enjoined as to be performed for the purpose of 
bringing about visible results, —such as Rain, Cattle and so forth,—the 
rule is that when the performance has once begun, it must be carried to its 
end,—even if the result desired should happen to be accomplished before its 
completion ; as the Veda deprecates incomplete acts and prescribes expiatory 
rites for leaving Sacrifices unfinished ; and also because cultured people 
decry men who begin an act but do not carry it out to the end,—says Brhatt 
(MS., p. 113B).—(6.2. 1315). But this rule does not apply to such purely 
secular acts as the building of a house ; because the aforesaid depreciaton of 
unfinished acts is based upon the consideration that when a Sacrificial 
Act has been begun, an expectation of receiving offerings is raised in the 
minds of the Deities concerned, and hence if all the prescribed offerings 
are not made, it becomes a case of breach of promise. Such is not the case 
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with the purely secular acts ; specially as the said deprecation is based upon 
the fact that the Veda has prescribed expiation for unfinished Sacrifices 
and this could not apply to the secular acts. (Si. 6.2. 16—18)—(Brhatt 
p- 113B.) 


(1) Pronisrrions—Exact SIGNIFICATION 


Satras 6.2. 19-20 raise an interesting question regarding Prohibitions. 
The Veda contains Injunctions as well as Prohibitions. We have been 
dealing with the question of Persons being entitled or not-entitled to the 
performance of the acts enjoined by the Injunctions. The question raised 
now is in regard to the Prohibitions. Who are the persons who are entitled 
to act in accordance with the Prohibitions ? Are they persons who desire 
for themselves certain results expected to follow from the avoidance of acts 
mentioned in the Prohibitory Texts ? Or are the Texts meant for, and a 
applicable to, all men irrespectively of any desire for results ? For instance, 
when the Veda prohibits the Eating of Garlic—, does it mean that here we 
have the positive act of vowing act—to abstain from Garlic? Or does the 
text only lay down the Negative act of not-eating garlic 2 
The Prima Facie View on the question is that the text should be taken 
as laying down the positive act, the taking of the vow, which thus becomes 
a Dharma, which, in the absence of the mention of any other result, may 
be taken as leading to Heaven, in accordance with the ‘Vishvajit-Law’ 
Sa. 4.3.10). The reason in favour of this view,—according to Prabhakara 
Brhati MSS., p’ 113B) is that all Injunctive verbs lay down possitive acts 
for the accomplishing of certain desirable results, and there is no reason 
why the Prohibitive Injunction also should not be regarded as laying down 
a positive act, something to be done,—a mere avoidance of garlic (in the case 
in question,) which would bring about some desirable result. 


The Established Conclusion however is that in the text prohibiting the 
Hating of Garlic, the negative word must be taken as enjoining the negative, 
or avoidance, of the act of Hating Garlic, and not any positive act. All in- 
junctions of Positive Acts lay down something to be done ; but the Prohibi- 
tive text does not lay down anything to be done ; what it lays down is the 
not-doing of a certain act; it cannot therefore be taken as the Injunction 
of a positive act. Nor would such Prohibition be entirely purposeless ; 
as it would serve the purpose of saving man from the horrors of Hell which 
would be his lot if he ate garlic. This explanation of the Prohibitive text 
saves us from the necessity of assuming a Result in the shape of Heaven) 
as following from the said Avoidance, an assumption for which there is no 
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ee As to who is entitled to act in accordance with the Prohibi- 
aa on Conclusion is that it is the person who fears the horrors of Hell 
sites to save himself from them ; not the Person who desires Heaven. 
For these reasons Prohibitions have been regarded as not contemplating 
any desirable positive results, they contemplate only the saving from undesi- 
ble results ; and from this it follows as a necessary corollary that what is 
Prohibited leads to undesirable results. These Prohibitions do not stand 
On the same footing as the Prohibition of certain acts for the Religious 
Student ; because the latter is avowedly prefaced by the words ‘Atha vratam’ 
—Now follow the Observances’, which are positive by their nature. 


As for these Observances and other Duties prescribed for the Religious 
Student,—the man becomes entitled to these, only after his Initiation, 
Upanayana),—not immediately after Birth ; so they pertain to the three 
Higher Castes only, for whom alone there is Upanayana— Si. 6.2. 21-22). 
—These Duties have been laid down specifically for the Religious Student, 
only during the period of Studentship. (Brhatt MS., p. 118.) 


The Agnihotra has been enjoined as to be performed ‘throughout one’s 
life’. But this does not mean that the performance is to be carried on in- 
Cessantly and continuously ; all that is meant is that the acts prescribed in 
Connection with the Agnihotra should be performed regularly every day 
at the times prescribed for them ; and as these times prescribed are morning 
and evening, the offerings have to be made every morning and every evening. 
Similarly with the Darsha-Purnamasa Sacrifices also ; which also have been 
Prescribed as to be performed ‘throughout life’ ; in this case the performances 
have to come only on the prescribed days—which are the Moonless and 
Full-Moon days. (Si. 6.2. 23—26.) The performances have to be repeated 
on every Moonless and Full-Moon day ; just as the Agnihotra has to be per- 
formed every morning and every evening. (Si. 6.2. 27-28.) 


In connection with these repeated performances of the Agnihotra and 
the Darsha-Purnamasa on the prescribed days throughout life, the general 
principle has been deduced that in the case of every prescribed contingent 
act, the act has to be repeated every time that the contingency appears. 
For instance,—(a) there are certain rites to be performed when a pot happens 
to be broken, or a sacrificial material happens to be spoilt ; these rites should 
be performed each time that there is such breakage or spoiling, (Si. 6.2. 29) ; 
—(b) it has been enjoined that the pupil should salute the Teacher when 
he happens to meet him; and the conclusion is that he should do this on 
every occasion that he happens to meet him. (Si. 6.2.30.) 
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This is with reference to the Contingent Acts. There are certain Acts 
which, in the way that they are prescribed, bear the resemblance of Con- 
tingent Acts ; for instance, the Study of the Veda for paying off one’s debts 
to the Rsis, the Performance of Sacrifices (E.9., Soma-Sacrifice) for paying 
off one’s debts to the Deities, and the Begetting of Childern for paying off 


one’s debts to the Pitrs. The question is—Are these acts to be performed. 


by all persons? Or by only those who have incurred the debts and wish 
to pay them off, or wish to acquire by their means certain rewards, in the 
shape of Heaven? The conclusion is that they have to be performed by 
all men ; so that they are compulsory, not contingent or prospective ; and as 
such, they have to be performed by all men of the three higher castes. 
irrespectively of any desire for results—(Su. 6.2.31.) 


CAPACITY FOR PERFORMANCE 


The question as to who is entitled to the performance of Sacrifices 
leads on to the allied question as to his ability or capacity to perform them ; 
and in this connection we have to consider the chances of a man completing 
the undertaken Sacrifice under certain circumstances. 


In regard to the performance of the Agnihotra, the Darsha-Piirna- 
masa and other compulsory and life-long acts, it has been held that in case 
one is not capable of performing the act with all its details and subsidiaries, 
he need perform the Principal only in full and may omit the Subsidiary 
details,—but only in case he is absolutely and really incapable, beyond all 
help. (Si. 6.2.1—7.) 


This however applies only to the compulsory Acts ; in the case of the 
Prospective Acts—those performed for the purpose of obtaining certain de- 
sirable results,—the entire procedure has to be gone through scrupuloulsy ; 
as the omission of the slightest detail would make the action defective and 
render it nugatory, unable to bring about the desired result. (Sit. 6.3. 8-10.) 


The capacity or ability to perform a Sacrifice turns also upon the 
ability to secure the proper materials and things necessary for the per- 
formance. In connection with the materials, it has been held that in case 
the material prepared for the offering becomes spilt or otherwise rendered 
unfit for use,—even in the middle of the performance,—if a prescribed sub- 
stitute is available and is used for the remaining offerings,—the perfor- 
mance of the Sacrifice cannot be regarded as spoilt in any way. (Sa. 6.3. 
11—17.) But the substitute must be something similar to the original ; for 
instance, the Yava for the Vrthi. (Si. 6.3.27.) In case however, another 
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supply of the original substance is available, this should have preference 
over all substitutes. (Si. 6.3.35.) But in no case can we substitute a 
subtance the use of which has been prohibited ; such substances, for instance, 
as the Masa, the Chanaka and such other substances as have been called 
‘Ayajriya’, “unfit for Sacrifices’. In the case of the offering of Cakes, if, 
in course of baking, the Cake happens to be burnt or otherwise spoilt, another 
Cake is permitted to be used, but only after certain expiatory rites have been 
performed. (Sa. 6.4. 17—21.) If the consecrated Fire becomes extingui- 
shed, it should be rekindled with all the rites of Fire-installation. (Sa. 


6.4, 17—27.) 


Though substitutes have been permitted in the case of Substances, 
they are not permitted in the case of Deities or Mantras ; if the Deity ha- 
ppens to be wrongly named, or the Mantra happen to be wrongly recited, 
the whole performance becomes nugatory and cannot be remedied. (Sa. 
6.3. 18-19.) 

Lastly, as regards the Sacrificer, if anything happen to him and he 
becomes disabled from taking part in the performance, then the action fails 
entirely ; as no substitute can be permitted for the Sacrificer. (Si. 6.3.21.) 
In the case of Sattras however, where there are seventeen Sacrificers, if one 
happen to become disabled, his place can be taken by some one else: ; the 
reason for this is that in the case of Sattras all the Sacrificers take part in the 
performance, not only as ‘Sacrificers’ or ‘Masters’. but also as ‘Priests? 
(there being no Priests at the Sattra apart from the Sacrificers themselves) ; 
and as even during the performance, a change of Preists is permissible, the 
disabled Sacrificer, who has been acting as Priest, can, on that account, 

be replaced by another. (Sa. 6.3.22.) But such a substitute can be treated 
as a ‘Sacrificer’ only for the purpose of making up the statutory number 
‘Seventeen’; he does not partake of the Result. (Si. 6.3.23.) The real 
reason for the exception to the General Principle of the Non-Substitution 
of the Sacrificer appears to be in expediency ; in the case of the usual Sa- 
crifice with a single Sacrificer, his own disability leading to the failure of 
the performance, such failure would be easily tolerated ; but in the case 
of the Sattra where there are seventeen Sacrificers, if only one of them be- 
comes disabled, during the performance, the other sixteen would not be 
willing to forego the elaborate Sacrifice and its much-coveted reward ; and 
further, as there would be Seventeen persons concerned, there would be a 
greater likelihood of one becoming disabled ; hence some latitude had to 
be allowed in this case. In case any one of these Seventeen Sacrificers 
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should wish to retire after the performance has begun, he may do so, but 
he should have to perform the Vishvajit Sacrifice in expiation of his failure 
to fulfil his commitments. (Si. 6.5.25—27.) 


(J) Dyrrrarion 


The Sacrificer has to undergo Intiation at the very outset. In connec- 
tion with the Darsha-Parnamasa Sacrifice,—in regard to the Initiation 
several numbers have been mentioned—‘One, two, three, four and twelve’ ; 
which means that the Initiation has to be performed on one day, on two 
days, on three days, on four days, on twelve days. The question is—Is there 
to be no restriction and one may choose any one of the numbers ? or should 
the number twelve alone be adopted? The Prima Facie View is that “in 
regard to the extent of the Initiation one may do what once likes”. (St. 6.5.28.) 
The Established Conclusion is that it should eatend over twelve days. (Su. 
6.5.29.) 


Such is the explanation provided by Shabara (Bhasya, Trs., p- 1129). 
Neither Kumarila (in the Tuptika) nor Mandana Mishra (in the Mumamsa- 
nukramanika) accepts this presentation of the Topic. According to these, 
Sutras 28 and 29 embody two distinct Topics. In the former Topic em- 
bodied in Sia. 28, the question is—Must there be twelve days’ Initiation ? 
Or is there to be option? The Prima Facie View is that there must be 
twelve days Initaition. The Established Conclusion is that one may do as 
one likes (Si. 28) ; 2.¢., there is to be no restriction. In the second Topic 
embodied in Sa. 29, the question is—Does the aforesaid option hold regard- 
ing all the Ectypes of the Archetype? Or is there any restriction ? The 
Prima Facie View is that, according to Sara 28 there is absolute option 
at the Archetype, and hence there should be the same at the Ectypes also. 
The Established Conclusion is that at the Ectypes, and specially at the 
Dvadashaha Sacrifice,—the twelve days Course must be adopted. 


VISHVAJIT SACRIFICE 

There is an interesting point discussed in connection with the Vishvajit- 
Sacrifice. The Fee prescribed for this Sacrifice is ‘Sarvasva’ ‘one’s entire 
Property,’ his ‘all belongings’ ; and the Established Conclusion is that the 
term ‘all belongings’ stands for the Sacrificer’s riches and wealth, and not 
his parents and such relations ; (Sa. 6.7. 1-2); of the Wealth also the Horse 
should not be given away, because the giving away of ‘animals with mein’ 
has been specially forbidden. (Si. 6.7.4.) ;—the entire ‘Earth,’ the Terres- 
trial Globe, should not be given away by any one, as it does not belong to 
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any one. (Si.6.7.3.) When giving away his ‘entire belongings’ one should 
give away such things as are actually in his possession at the time, and he 
should not secure new things merely for giving away. (Si. 6.7.5.) One 
should not give away the Shadra who is serving him for the purpose of 
acquiring knowledge of Dharma. In fact, no Shadra can be legally acquired 
as ‘property’, against his will’ (Sa. 6.7.6.) The term ‘all belongings’ 
does not include all that the man has possessed in the past, or all that may 
come to him in the future ; it means only what he is actually possessed of 
at the time of the gift. (Si. 6.7.7.) Whenever the Veda enjoins the giving 
away of unmeasured wealth,’ it is only much wealth that is meant. Sia. 
6.7.22) ; and it should be taken definitely as standing for ‘more than a thou- 
sand’ gold-pieces. (Sa. 6.7. 23—25.) Similarly, when a Sacrifice is en- 
joined as to be performed ‘for a thousand years’, it is to be taken as standing 
for a thousand days. In connection with this, several interpretations haye 
been suggested in the Siras as Prima Facie View : (1) That the thousand- 
year Sacrifice is really performed for a thousand years, and is meant for 
Performers who are Superhuman ; (2) it should be performed for a thou- 
sand years, and by human beings,—but by several generations ; (3) “Thou- 
sand Years’ stand for thousand months. All this has been rejected ; the 
accepted view being that ‘years’ stands for days. 

Fire-installation is not necessary for certain offerings—such as the 
Chaturhotra-Homa, which is to be offered by persons who have not installed 
their own Fire. (Sia. 6.8.1—10.) the offerings made at the Upanayana 
are to be made in the ordinary Fire. (Si. 6.8. 11—19.) So also the Sa- 
crifice called Sthapati-Isti (Si. 6.8. 20-21) ;—also the Expiatory Sacrifice 
of the Avakirni (Si. 6.8.22). So that for the performance of all this, those 
persons also are entitled who have not installed their own Fires. 

There are certain other important matters of general interest that 
have been dealt with towards the end of Discousre VI. (1) All Daiva Acts, 
i.e., Acts performed in honour of Dieties, should be done during the Nor- 
thern Solstice ofthe Sun, during the Brighter Fortnight and in the Forenoon, 
(Si 6.8.23) ; all Pitrya Acts—in honour of Pitys—should be done during 
the Darker Fortnight, and in the afternoon, (Si. 6.8.25) ;—(3) at the Jyo- 
tistoma and other Sacrifices, the observance of ‘Living on milk’ is compul- 
oa and essential—(Si. 6.8.29) ; but the observance of the rule of ‘Eat- 
ing in the latter part of the night’ is not essential—(Si. 6.8.29).— 4) The 
animal sacrificed at the Sacrifice must be a goat, (Si. 6.8. 30—42). 


CHAPTER XXVII 


‘ATIDESHA’—TRANSFERENCE OF DETAILS 


This closes our study of the first Six Discourses of the Sutra: which, 
as explained by the Bhasya (Trs., p. 1229), have discussed the procedure 
of the Darsha-Purpmasa and other Sacrifices, the details of which have 
been directly prescribed in the Veda, while the later Six Discoourses 
discuss the procedure of the Aindra@gna and such other Sacrifiecs, the 
details of whose procedure have not been directly enjoined. Kwma- 
vila however, puts the matter somewhat difierently :—In the first Six 
Discourses we have discussed the direct Injunctions bearing upon the Arche- 
typal as well as Ectypal Sacrifices, and with the Seventh Discourse begins 
the discussion of the Transference or Extended Application, by indirect 
implication, of details from the sphere of one Sacrifice to that of another. 
(Lupttka.) 

The conclusion regarding the latter Sacrifices is that these also have 
all their details ; but, not having been directly enjoined for them, these 
details come to them through Atidesha, Transference. This ‘Transference’ 
is that process by which the details prescribed in connection with one Sacri- 
fice are extended beyond that Sacrifice and transfered to another Sacrifice. 
For instance, after having given full directions regarding the feeding of 
Devadatta, one says ‘Feed Yajnadatta alike Devadatta’. This Transference 
can be done either by Name or by a Declaration. The Name that is made 
such a means of Transference is of three kinds—(1) Name of the Act, (2) 
Name of the Kmbellishment and (3) Etymological Name. The Declara- 
tion is of two kinds—(1) Direct Perceptible) and (2) Indirect Inferred). 
— Bhasya, Trs., pp. 1239-1240), 

There are several Sacrifices in connection with which the Veda does 
not specifically prescribe all the necessary details, but declares that 
‘such and such a Sacrifice shall be performed in the manner of such and 
such another Sacrifice’ ; for instance, with regard to the [su-Sacrifice, after 
having declared its peculiar features, the Vedic text goes on to declare that 
‘the rest is like the Shyena-Sacrifice’. In such cases, the Shyena-Sacrifice 
would be called the ‘Prakyti,’ Archetype, and the Isu-Sacrifice, the corres- 
ponding ‘Vikrt’, Ectype. The Transference, then, of the details of the 
Archetype to Ectype is what is called ‘Atidesha’, which has been as ‘that 
process where by a detail becomes extended in its application from 
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the Primary act to other acts cognate to it’. (Bha. Trs. p. 1239.) The 
Prakaranapanchika (p. 227) has defined it as ‘that through which the Ectype 
becomes connected with the details of the Archetypal Sacrifice’, or ‘the 
Extension of the details of one Sacrifice to another, when there is no incon- 
gruity in such extension’. 


Before proceeding with the main subject of Transference, Jaimini 
has devoted the first twelve Sutras of Discourse 7, to the discussion of a 
question upon which the whole subject of Transference rests. In the con- 
text of the Darsha-Purnamasa Sacrifice, the Vedic text has enjoined the 
Praydja-offerings as the subsidiary details. The question to be considered 
js—Are these Prayajas meant for the Darsha-Purnamasa only or for all 
Sacrifices? This enquiry becomes necessary at this stage, because. if 
the subsidiaries laid down under one context are intended by the Veda 
for all Sacrifices, then the Praydja-offerings appertain as much to the 
Darsha-Purpamasa as to any other Sacrifice ; so that in this case, the question 
of the Transference of the details does not arise at all; as the details apper- 
tain to all Sacrifices equally. If however the details mentioned under the 
Context of one Sacrifice appertain to that Sacrifice only, then if there is need 
for them in other Sacrifices, they can go over to these latter only by Trans- 
ference ; and in this case alone could these latter Sacrifices be the Mctypes 
of the former Sacrifice which, thus, would be the Archetype. It is only in 
this case that there would be an occasion for the consideration of the subject 
of Transference and other cognate subjects dealt with by the Suéra in Dis- 


courses 7 to 12. 


This question, —as to whether the Details laid down in the section 

D ysha-Purnamasa belong to these alone or to all Sacrifices, turns upon 
on. Da her question as to whether the performance of the said Details is 
the fee for the accomplishment of the Sacrifices, or for the bringing about 
satay es a; because, in the former case, as all Sacrifices would be equally 
of an 3 ‘aie is laid down for the fulfilment of the ‘Sacrifice’ would natu- 
Sacrifice, aaa to all Sacrifices equally,—while, in the latter case, the de- 
rally be or be related to only one Apurva, and this one Apurva could not 
tails wow ne following from the Sacrifice in whose context the details 
but be Can ae as it is only of such Sacrifices, that the said Details 
would be Subsidiary—2s explained under Discourse III. And in this case 
could be the Details in question would appertain definitely to only one 
see d they could become connected with other Sacrifices only through 

au , 


Transference. 
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The Established Conclusion on this question is that the said Details 

are related to the Apurva, as is clearly indicated by the requirements of the 
Context. (Si. 7.1.1.—12). 


Before we deal with the special cases of Transference, we have to note 
that there is Transference, not only of Actions or Procedure, but also of 
other Sacrificial Details, like Substancees and so forth. Says the Praka- 
ranpaichiha (p. 227) afata: sare Tati Fa qsaz It is only of the Result 
that there is no Transference, as explained under Sutra 7.1.20—22. The 
only general law relating to Transference is yafaaq faafa: aaa “The 
Ectype is to be performed in the manner of the Archetype’ ; &.J-> the Isu- 
Sacrifice in the manner of the Shyena-Sacrifice and so forth. What is meant 
by this ‘manner of the Archetype’ is that all those details and accessories 
which are necessary in the performance of the Ectype, and yet are not found 
to be enjoined directly in reference to that Ectype, are to be prought ep 
transferred to, it from the Archetype. It is true, as the Prakaranapanichika 
remarks (p. 226), that the first of the Details that come up for Transference 
are those constituting the Procedure ; but that is not all; if the offering- 
material has not been laid down in connection with the Ectype specifically, 
that also has to be brought in from the Archetype ; similarly, other accessory 
details that micht be wanting. Nor does this is any way militate against 
the opering Sutras of Discourse 10, because there we have the denial of the 
Transference of only such details of the Archetype as have had their purpose 
already fulfilled, and which, on that account, could serve no useful. purpose 
at the Ectype ;—similarly under Si. 5.1.19. we have an instance of the 
details of the Archetype not being transferred to the Eetype, through the 
force of Direct Declaration, whose authority is above everything, and so 
also above the General Law regarding the Transference of Details from 
the Archetype to the ctype. Thus then the Transference of Details being 
in accordance with the actual needs of the Ectypal Sacrifice, the need or 
motive that prompts this Transference may lic either in some transcendental 
Result expected to follow from what is transferred, or in some purely visible 
result expected to be accomplished better by what is transferred than by 
any other means. (Prakaranapafichika p. 227). 

The question then that is to be dealt with is—In what cases is the 
Transference possible or desirable? And in what cases is it not so? It 
is on this question that the second half of the Sutras of Jamini (Discourses 
7 to 12) turns. 
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This Transference of Details is regulated by (1) Context (Prakarana) 
and (2) Position (Sthana) For instance, (1) the details of one Sacrifice will 
be transferred to another only if the two are found enjoined in the same 
Context ; this is the reason why the details of the Shyena-Sacrifice are trans- 
ferred to the Isu-Sacrifice, not to the Sawrya or other Sacrifices ; and (2) 
in this Transference, that which occupies the Position of the Deity at the 
Archetype shall take the same place at the Ectype to which it is transferred ; 
what appears in the Archetype as the offering-material shall be used at the 
Ectype also as the offering-material. 


Primarily, there are four kinds of Transference. (1) Transference 
by Direct Injunction ; ¢.g., with regard to the Isu-Sacrifice, we have the 
Direct Injunction to the effect that ‘The rest of it is like the Shyen@’ ; which 
enjoins the Transference of the Details of the Shyena-Sacrifice to the Isu- 
Sacrifice. (Vide Si. 7.1.13—16). (2) Transference by presumed Injunc- 
tion ; e.g., in connection with the Saurya-Sacrifice we find no accessory de- 
tails prescribed ; we known at the same time that no sacrifice can be per- 
formed without certain details; we know also that the Sauwrya bears a 
close relationship to the Darsha-Purnamasa-Sacrifice ; from all this we are 
led to the natural presumption that the details necessary for the Saurya 
are to be transferred to it from the Darsha-Purnamasa : and this Presump- 
tion leads to the Inference of an Injunction sanctioning such Transference, 
(Vide Si. 7.4.1). (3) Transference through Name; e.g., the Masagnihotra 
has not all its details laid down in connection with itself ; and these details 
are transfered to it from the Primary Agnthotra ; the only justification for 
this transference lies in the name ‘Agnihotra’ which is common to both. 
(Vide Si. 7.3.1—4)—[That the Masagnthotra is entirely different from the 
Agnihotra has been shown in the Si. 2.3.24]. (4) Transference through the 
name of Embellishments (Samskaras) ; ¢.g., in connection with the Varunapra- 
Ghasa-Sacrifice, we find the Avabhrtha Bath enjoined,—this Avabhrtha- 
Bath is an Embellishmnt the details whereof have been prescribed in connec- 
tion with Agnistoma-Sacrifice ; now this same name ‘Avabhrtha’, occuring 
in connection with the Bath connected with the Varunaspraghasa, leads 
to the conclusion that the details of this Bath are to be transferred to the 
Varunaspraghdsa from those enjoined in connection with the Agnistoma. 
(Vide Si. 7.3. 12—15). In this connection, regarding Transference through 
Name, some writers have introduced a third kind of name—the ‘name’ 
applying to the Sacrifice in its literal signiafication ; this literal signification 
of the names of Sacrifices being, according to these writers, a guide as to the 
Transference of Details to them. (See Mimamsdabalprakasha pp. 118-119). 
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This view however has been rejected by Kumarila (Tuptika 7.1.5), who 
says—aifita atfaaanay ‘No name, in its etymological sense can be indi- 
cative of Transference’. 


‘Transference by Presumed Injunction’ is of three kinds—(1) Trans- 
ference of Injunction ;—an example of this we have cited above ; in connec- 
tion with the Saurya and the Darsha-Purnamasa ; —(2) Transference of 
Substratum ; and instance of this is found under Si. 2.1. 25-26, where it 
is shown that the Sentence—‘One should made an offering of Curds if the 
Sacrificer be desirous of acquiring efficient Sense-organs’—enjoins only a 
particular substance in the shape of Curds; and the Substratum of this 
offering —i.e.,—the Sacrifice at which the Curd is to be offered, is got at 
through Transference,—the Agnihotra being the Sacrifice at which the said 
Curd-offering is to be made ;—Transference of Substitutes; an instanec 
of this has been mentioned under, Si. 3.5.47—51; where we find that in 
the event of certain Sacrifices being performed by the Ksatiriya or the 
Vaishya, it has been laid down that when these persons, 2s Sacrificers, wish 
to eat the ‘Remnant,’ they are to be given, not the Remnant of the Soma- 
juice, but a decoction of Vata-seeds mixed with Curds ; from this Injunction 
of the Substitute for Soma-juice, it is inferred that the said decoction is to 
be substituted, not for the Eating only, but also for the offering ; that is, 
when the Sacrifice is performed by the Ksattriya or the Vaishya, the sub- 
stance offered at the Sacrifice is to consist of the said Decoction,—not of 
Soma-juice. 

Under Si. 8.1.1-2—it is shown that when certain particular details 
are to be transferred to any Sacrifice, those details should, as a tule, be those 
that have been enjoined in connection with any one Saorifice,—they should 
not be borrowed from several Sacrifices ;—and the General Principle govern- 
ing such Transference is as follows :—’When the slightest common factor, 
—in the shape of Word, Sense, Offering-material, Deity, or the Form or 
other qualifications of these—happen to be perceived (between two Sacri- 
fices), the Procedure of the one should be adopted at the other’. (Bhasya, 
Trs., p. 1822). 
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CHAPTER XXVIII 
UHA—MODIFICATION 


We have seen that in several cases, the Accessory Details of one Sacri- 
fice are transferred to another Sacrifice. In some cases it so happens that 
the particular Detail so transferred does not quite fit in with the other 
details of the Sacrifice to which it has been transferred. In this case there- 
fore, the detail transferred has to be ‘modified’ to suit the exigencies of the 
Sacrifice to which it has been transferred. This ‘Modification’ of Details 
we have to consider now. 


As a preliminary to the discussion on Modification, it is necessary to 
consider the question—Are the details in question prompted by—that is, 
performed for the purpose of accomplishing—the transcendental Apirva, 


_or by the Sacrificial Act ? If they are prompted by the Apurva, then alone 


is the Modification possible ; as the Apurva of every Sacrifice is different 
from that of another Sacrifice ; if, on the other hand, they are prompted by 
the Sacrificial Act,, then there would be a commixture of Details ; because 
all Sacrifices are equally ‘Sacrificial Acts’, hence all details would be 
admissible at all. 

The question has been placed in another way also in the Bhasya (Trs. 
P. 1418-1419) : (1) Are the Details contingent upon the Sacrificial Act and 
prompted by the Aparva? or are they both contingent upon, and prompted 
by, the Aparva? The answer is that the details are prompted by the 
Apiarva (Bha. Trs. p. 1419) ; and also contingent upon the Aparva. Hence 
the conclusion is that the Aparva is the prompter as well as the contingent 
cause of the Details. (Bha. Trs. p. 1420). 

The following are a few instances of Details prompted by and related 
to the Apirva :—(1) The Details of the Agnihotra are related to the Apurva 
(Si. 9. 1.1.) ; (2) The loudness or otherwise of the recitation of a Mantra 
is related to the final Apurva. (Si. 9.1.3) ; (3) the Details connected with 
the Fruit and the Deity are regulated by, and related to the Apurva. (9. 
1. 4-5.) 

In connection with the last instance, we find the important principle 
enunciated that Details are not prompted by the Deity ; that is, details 
are not dependent upon the nature of the Deity. This is an important 
matter, as setting forth the Mimamsaka’s conception of the Devata, Deity, 
of Sacrifices. We shall therefore set forth the Topic in some detail, 
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The Prima Facie View has been thus set forth in the Bhdsya (Trs., p- 
1429). “Lhe Deity should be taken as prompting the Details of the Sacrifice, bec- 
ause the Feeding is for the sake of the Deity, as in the case of the Guest—(Si. 
9. 1.6.) All Deities should be regarded as prompters of Details ; because what 
is called ‘Sacrifice’ is only the ‘Feeding of the Deity’ ; what is done at the Sac- 
rifice is that an eatable substance is offered to the Deity ; and the act is that 
of giving or offering, of which the Deity is the recipient ; in this way the Deity 
cannot be regarded as a subordinate factor; on the contrary, the Subs- 
tance offered and the act of offering are both subordinate to the Deity. Then 
again, the Sacrifice is a form of worship of the Deity and the act of worship 
must be subordinate to the object worshipped. The case of the Deity should 
be analogical to the case of the Guest , whatever service is rendered to the 
guest regarded as prompted by the Guest ; similarly, whatever is done in 
the course of the Sacrificial Offering to the Deities, should be regarded as 
prompted by these Deities. it has to be admitted, in this connection, that 
the Deity has a physical body and actually eats what is offered. That this 
is so is clearly indicated (a) by Smrti-teats, (b) by Custom and (¢c) by Indt- 
cative Vedic Teats.. (A) There are Smyti-teats clearly declaring that Deities 
have material bodies, and Smzrti-texts are authoritative ; (b) it is customary 
with people to treat the Deity as having a material body; for instance, they 
paint the Deity Varuna with a noose in his hand, and so forth ; (c) lastly, 
there is a Vedic text where the Deity Indra is accosted with the words—‘O, 
Indra, I take hold of your right hand’—That the Deity actually eats the 
offerings is also indicated by—(a) Smrti-texts, (b) Custom and (c) Indicative 
Vedic teats. (a) There are Smyti-teats actually asserting that the Deities 
eat the things offered ; (0) People treat Deities as if they actually ate the 
offerings ; and (c) There are such Vedic texts as clearly indicate such eating 
and drinking by Deities; e.g., the Mantra addressed to Indra says:—‘O, Indra 
please eat and drink what has been offered.’ That the substances offered 
are still visible is due to the fact that it is only the Essence of the Substances 
that is eaten or drunk by the Deities. From the same sources again, we 
learn that Deities own property also ; for instance, (a) there are Smrti-texts 
declaring that the Deity owns property ; (b) the Custom is current of 
dedicating landed property to Deities ; (c) Vedic teats speak of Indra as the 
Heaven’, which also indicates that Deities own property. ‘master 
of (Sa. 9.1.7.) 


As against the above Prima Facie View, the Established Conclusion, 
sot forth under Sa. 9.1. 9-10, is as follows :—In fact it is the objective of the 
Sacrifice—i.e., the Apurva—that should be regarded as the principal factor; 
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because the matter is one that can be determined only by the Vedic Word ; and 
the Deity is spoken of only as a subordinate factor. (Si. 9.1.9.). The Vedic 
Word clearly asserts that the Fruit of the Sacrifice proceeds from the act 
of Sacrifice, not from the Deity. The Deity and the offering-material 
are both accomplished entities, while the Act of Sacrifice is what is to be 
accomplished : from all this it is clear that the Deity cannot be the prompter 
of Details. In fact, that alone can be regarded as the prompter of Details 
which brings about the desired Result ; hence it is the Aparva that should be 
regarded as the Prompter of the Details. The view set forth above makes 
it necessary to admit of Deities having material bodies and actually cating 
and drinking the Substances offered ; and this idea is utterly repugnant to 
the Veda, which does not lend support to any such idea regarding Deities. 
The text quoted above regarding the ‘right hand’ of Indra does not mean 
that ‘Indra has got a right hand’ ; what it means is—‘We have taken hold of 
what is Indra’s right hand’ ; because even so, the text cannot be taken as 
literally true ; because even if Indra has a ‘right hand’, it cannot be possible 
for any human being to ‘take hold’ of it. As regards the invocational words 
addressed to the Deity, these are not meant to be addressed literally ; they 
are meant only to indicate the particular Deity ; and the sense of the in- 
vocational words would be mere eulogy, the sense of the Eulogy being that 
‘the Deity is such an efficient instrument of accomplishing the desired result 
that it accomplishes it, on being invoked, in the same manner as ordinary 
persons equipped with bodies and organs, etc.’ Having been thus invoked, 
if the Deity is told I have taken hold of your hand’, all that these words 
mean is that ‘we are dependent upon you’, and this serves the purpose of 
reminding us that we should proceed to perform the rites in honour of this 
particular Deity. As regards the text speaking of the ‘fist of Indra holding 
Heaven and Earth’, all that it means is the praise of Indra, the sense being 
that ‘Indra is such a being that ¢f he had a fist, it would be so large as to be 
able to hold Heaven and Earth’. Thus there is no Vedic text that could 
justify the presumption that Deities have bodies like human beings. The 
texts that speak of the ‘arms of Indra being ‘hairy’, or his eyes as ‘tawny’, 
—all these are purely eulogistic. Nor is there actual feeding or eating at 
Sacrifices ; in fact, the Deity never eats ; hence the argument that ‘the feeding 
is for the Deity’ (Si. 9.1.6.) is not true. In fact, the idea of the Deities 
actually eating the offering-materials is negatived by the fact that Deities 
have no material body. If the Deities actually ate the substances offered, 
then these would diminish in quantity. Nor is there any proof for the asse- 
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rtion that “the Deities partake of the Essence only of the viands offered 
and hence there is no dimnishing of the quantity.’ We cannot therefore acc- 
ept the notion that the Deities actually eat the offerings. Then again, 
it 18 not possible for the Deity to own propety ; and not owning anything, 
it cannot give anything ; the texts generally quoted as indicative of the fact 
of Deities owning property are purely eulogistic. From all this it follows 
that the Deity cannot be the prompter of Details. The case of the Deities 
is not the same as that of the Guest. (Bhasya,Trs., pp. 1432—1487.) 


According to the Bhattabhaskara (MS., pp. 92-98) there are three means 
of ascertaining the ‘Deity’ of a particular Sacrifice——(1) Nominal Affixes 
—for instance, the term ‘Agnéya’ is formed of the noun ‘Agni’ with the no- 
minal affix ‘dhak’, according to Panini 4,2.24 ; so that Agni becomes indicated 
as the ‘Deity’ of the Agnéya-Sacrifice ; (see Mi. Si. 10.4.25) ;—(2) the Dative 
Ending ;—when it is said ‘Agnayé’, ‘Sacrifices to Agni’, Agni is indicated 
as the ‘Deity’ of the Sacrifice. This latter is weaker in authority than the 
former, because the Deity, not being a personal entity, cannot be the ‘re- 
Cipient of a gift’ in the real sense of the term ; this ‘recipientship’ being 
what is denoted by the Dative, the Dative can apply to the Deity only figu- 
ratively, while the exact signification of the nominal affix ‘dhak’ is ‘Deity- 
ship’, ‘agnéya’ being that ‘of which Agni is the Deity’, and this is applicable to 
Agni directly, (3) Mantras—Some word or expression in the Mantras also 
Serve to indicate the Deity ; ¢.g., the Mantra Kétum krnvannaketave, etc.’ 
indicates Ketu as the Deity. 


This Modification—Uha—is of two kinds—(1) one that is directly 
laid down ; for instance, when it is declared that at the Ectype, a certain 
corn has to be thumped once, and not as many times as may be necessary 
for the removal of the chaff, as is done at the Archetype ; and the Mantra 
accompanying the thumping is also to be recited only once. (2) That which 
is inferred or presumed ; this latter is of three kinds—(a) The Modification of 
the Mantra ; ¢.g., at the Agnéya-Sacrifice, the substance offered is the Vrthi- 
corn, and the offering is made to Agni, and the Mantra used is——‘Agnayé- 
4a justam nirvapami———vrihindm sumanasyamanah’ (Vajasa—Sam. 
1.13) ; this Agnéya-Sacrifice is the Archetype, of which the Saurya-Sacrifice 
is an Ectype ; but at this latter the substance offered is the Navara corn ; 
and the offerings are made to Surya; in view of these facts, certain Modi- 
fications in the accompanying Mantra appear to be called for ; consequently, 
even though there is no Vedic Injunction laying down such modifications 


of the Mantra, the necessary Injunction is inferred from the needs of the 
38 
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situation and the Mantra is used in the form—‘‘Surydya (instead of Ag- 
naye) tra justam nirvapimi———nivaranam (instead of ‘vrihindm’) su- 
manasyamanah”—(Sutra 9.3. 12). (b) The second kind of Modification is 
that of the Sdman ; for instance, for the Vaishyastoma Sacrifice, the Ka- 
noarathantara has been prescribed ; while at the original Sacrfice, as per- 
formed by Brahmanas, of which the Vaishyastoma is the Ectype,—the 
Samans used are the Brhat and the Rathantara. The question then arises 
as to whether the Saman at the Vaishyastoma is to be sung in the manner 
of both the Samans of the Archetype or of one of these only. In the answer 
to this there is a marked difference between Shabara and Kumarila: Acco- 
rding to Shabara, (Trs., p. 1543) it has to be sung in the manner of both,— 
there being an option only with regard to such details of singing in which 
the Brhat is directly incompatible with the Rathantara ; as for instance, 
while the Brhat is sung loudly, the Rathantara is sung not-loudly ;—according 
to Kumarila (Luptika) on the other hand, there is option in reagrd to all 
the details of singing ; that is to say, when singing the Kanvarathantara 
at the Varshyastoma, one should sing either wholly like Brhat or wholly 
like Rathantara, (Si. 9.2.48). (c) The third kind of Modification is that of 
the Embellishment ; for the Vajapeya-Sacrifice the Nivara-corn has been 
prescribed ; while at its Archetype, the corn used is the Vrzhi, in connection 
with which, washing,thumping, and other Embellishments have been pre- 
scribed. Though no such Embellishments have been directly prescribed 
for the Nivara-corn, yet they have to be done in connection with this latter 
also ; for the simple reason that without such Embellishments, the corn would 
not be fit for use at Sacrifices. (Si. 9.2.40.) 


The Modification of Mantra again is of various kinds. The Mima- 
msa-balaprakasha (p. 131, et. seq.) has noted the following ten kinds :— 
(1) Alteration of the Basic Noun ;—‘Agnaye’ changed into ‘Sarydya’ (see 
above) ; —(2) Alteration of Gender; the Mantra ‘Vasvyasi rudrasi, etc., 
(Feminine) is addressed to the Heifer ; and it is changed into ‘Vasvasi ru- 
drosi’ (Masculine) when addressed to the Calf ;—(3) Alteration of Number : 
the Mantra ‘Chhagasya vapayd, etc.’ is changed into ‘Chhagandém vapaya, 
etc.’ (Plural) at the Prajapatya-Sacrifice, where there are several goats con- 
cerned ; (4) Alteration of the Basie Noun and Gender ; e.g., ‘Agnaye justam’ 
is changed into ‘Adityai justam’ :—(5) Alteration of Basic Noun and Number : 
e.g., ‘Agnayé justam’ is changed into ‘Vishvebhyo devebhyo justam’ ;—(6) 
Alteration of Number and Gender ; ’Prasmai agnim, ete.’ changed into ‘Pra- 
bhyah agnim’ ; (not so according to Shabara, see Trs. p. 1572)—(7) Alteration 
of the Basie Noun, Gender and Number: for the consecration of the water 
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used for the washing of the corn, we have the Mantra ‘Apodévih shuddhah 
sthah’, where the words ‘Apodevih, etc.’ are Feminine-Plural; this same 
Mantra when used for the consecration of Clarified Butter, is read as ‘Ghr- 
tadeva-shuddhamasi’ ; (8) Alteration in the form of repeating the whole of 
the original twice over; e.g., in the cutting of the Skin, the Mantra used 
begins with ‘Zkadha’, when there is only one skin ; when there are two skins 
Concerned, the Mantra begins as ‘Ekadhé-Ekadhé’ (Si. 9.3. 29—31); (9) 
Alteration of the word with the Nominal Affix; e.g., the Mantra—‘Mitra- 
varunau tea uttaratah, etc.’ (Vajasa-Sam. 2.3) is changed into ‘Mitravarunau 
tod purastat, etc. ; (10) Alteration of Indeclinables 3 e.g., the Mantra—‘Agnim 
Gham... . shvo yajiya ramatam’ is changed into‘... . adya yajfaya, 
ete.’, where for ‘shvah’ in the original, we have ‘adya’ in the Modification. 

In this connection, it has to be noted that the Mantra in its modified 
form is not regarded as ‘Mantra’ in the strict sense of the term ; even though 
it serves the purpose of a Manira, it is not a Mantra, it is only an auxiliary 
to the Mantra ; the reason for this lies in the fact that the learned do not 
regard the modified Mantra as ‘Mantra’, and it is entirely upon the usage 
of the learned that it depends whether or not a certain text is to be regarded 
as ‘Mantra’. (Si. 2.1.34; Brhati, M.S., 50B).—(See above). 


CHAPTER XXIX 
‘BADHA’—EXCLUSION 


We have seen that under the General Law—that ‘The Ectype should 
be performed in the manner of the Archetype’—certain accessory details 
are ‘transferred’ to the Ectype from the Archetype ;—also that in certain 
cases, there is ‘modification’, at the Ectype, of details ‘transferred’ to it 
from the Archetype; now we proceed a step further and consider those 
cases where there is complete ‘Exclusion’ (Suspension or Anulment) at 
the Ectype of the details which are indicated as to be ‘transferred’ from 
the Archetype to the Ectype. 


The General Principle on this subject of Exclusion has been discussed 
under Stras 10.1. 1—3. (Bhdsya, Trs., p. 1635 et. seq.). Tho question 
has been put in the Bhasya thus—When the details of the Archetype are 
indicated as to be ‘transferred’ to the Ectype,—by virtue of the General 
Law that ‘the Ectype is to be performed in the manner of the Archetype’, — 
are all the details of the Archetype to be adopted at the Ectype ? or is 
there anything that may be excluded ? 

On this question, the Prima Facie View is as follows: “In as 
much as the entire procedure—of the Archetype—is transferred to the other 
Context—t.e., to the Ectype,— without any reservation, —it follows that 
all the details should be adopted.” (Si. 10.1.1)”. 


The Hstablished Conclusion however is that—In reality, it ts only when 
the need is there that the Mantra, the Embellishment or the Substance is to be 
employed. (Si. 10.1.2). As a matter of fact, it is not right that all the 
Details of the Archetype should be adopted at the Ketype ; in some Cases, 
the Mantra or the Embellishment or the Substance—used at the Archetype— 
becomes excluded from the Ectype, when its need has ceased. Every one 
of these Details is used only when there is need for it. There is no Vedic 
text laying down the use of anything that is to needed. In fact, the Ectype 
is not syntactically related to the Archetype at all; all that the text en- 
joining the Ectype means is that ‘the desired result should be accomplished 
by means of the Ectype’ ; and the manner of this accomplishment is indicated 
by the General Law—‘in the same manner in which it is accomplished by 
the Archetype’ ; and the effect of this is that those details that are adopted 
at the Archetype for the fulfilling of a certain need become excluded from 


| 
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the Ectype, if there is no need for them at the latter ; hence the conclusion 
is that the General law does not indicate the employment at the Ectype of 
those details of the Archetype of which the need has ceased. For example, 
(a) at the Archetype, the Kusha-grass has got to be lopped with special 
Mantras ; but in connection with the Ectype, it is said that ‘the grass used 
should be that which has fallen off by itself” ; hence there is no need for the 
adopting of the grass lopped with special Mantras. (Bhasya. Trs., pp. 1636- 
1637.) (5) In connection with the Ectype, it is enjoined that ’the Charu-offe- 
ring is to consist of a Hundred Gold Pieces’ ; of this special kind of ‘Char’ 
there can be no ‘threshing’ which has been enjoined in connection with the 
‘Charu-offering’ of Rice, offered at the Archetype ; this threshing therefore, 
not being needed in the case of the gold pieces becomes excluded from the 
Ectype. (Bhasya, Trs. p. 1638.) (c) Similarly at the Charu-offering to Vish- 
vedevas, the Invocation to Visnu becomes excluded, as there is no need 
for it. (Bha., Trs.,p. 1639.) 

In regard to case (6) above, that of the offering consisting of gold- 
pieces there is a counter-exception ; we have seen above that the ‘threshing’ 
has become excluded from it ; now it would seem that the ‘Cooking’ also 
that is done at the Archetype, to the grain-offering, should be excluded 
from the gold-pieces ; as there is no need for cooking in their case. But 
there is a direct Injunction laying down the ‘cooking’ of the gold-pieces 
‘in Clarified Butter’ ; and by virtue of this Injunction, it has to be done,— 
though not for the purpose for which it is done at the Archetype. (Sa. 
10.2. 1-2. Bha. Trs. p. 1076.) 


There are two kinds of this Hxclusion (Badha)—(See Mimamsabala- 
prakasha, p. 131 et. seq.) (1) Prapta-badha (or Praméyapahara as called by 
Parthasarathi Mishra)—is the ‘Exclusion’ of a Modification indicated by 
‘Transference’ ;—this Eaclusion applies to the Modification which is, by 
its very nature, inadmissible ;—(2) Apraptabadha (called Miilochecheda 
by Parthasarathi Mishra),—is the ‘Exclusion’ of a Modification not indicated 
by any of the valid forms of ‘Transference’, which is therefore not admissible. 
The Prapta-badha again has beon divided into two kinds—(a) ’Exclusion’, 
through the Six Means of Right Cognition, Sense-perception and the rest, 
—and (b) ‘Exclusion’ on the strength of ‘Scripture’. Of this latter again, 
there are several subdivisions. For instance—(a) What has been laid down 
as to be done under normal conditions is excluded by what has been laid 
down as to be done under special circumstances of the case ; for instance, 
Fifteen Samidheni verses have been laid down as to be recited at the Darsha- 
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Sacrifice, and it is also laid down that if the Sacrificer happens to be a Vaishya, 
the number of Samidhéni verses to be recited should be Seventeen ; accordingly 
under the latter circumstances, seventeen are recited. (b) What has been 
enjoined as merely helping in the accomplishment of the Sacrificial act it 
‘excluded’ in favour of what has been enjoined as accomplishing a results 
desired by the Sacrificer ; e.g., in regard to the same Samidhéni verses, it 
has been laid down that, in the event of the Sacrificer being desirous of 
acquiring ‘fame’ or ‘honour’, the number of verses should be twenty-one ; 
this number thus excludes the Jifteen and seventeen mentioned above. (c) 
That which has gone before becomes ‘excluded’ by what comes after it ; 
€.g., in connection with the going of the Priests out of Havirdhana, it is 
laid down that—‘If the Udgatr-Priest breaks the line, the Sacrifice should 
be finished without Fees ; if the Pratihartr breaks it, the Sacrificer should 
give away “all his belongings’ ;—now if it so happens that the line is broken 
by both these Priests, the Sacrificer has to give away ‘all his belongings.’ 
—the latter rule ‘excluding’ the former. (d) What serves no useful purpose 
becomes ‘excluded’ ; e.g., the process laid down for the removal of chaff 

from the grain to be offered becomes excluded at the Ectype when the offering 

consists of ‘gold-pieces’. (See above). (e) Some details that are ‘transferable’ 
from the Archetype to the Ectype under the General Law, are ‘excluded’ 
by Direct Assertion in the Veda itself prohibiting such details; ¢.g., the 

Appointment of the Hoty-Priest is ‘excluded’ from the Paitri-Sacrifice. (f) A 

‘transferable’ Substance becomes ‘excluded’ by the Direct Injunction of 

another Substance for the same purpose ; e.g., at the Shyena-Sacrifice, the 

Kusha is ‘excluded’ by Reeds; and though the Fee prescribed at the Arch- 

etypal Agnyadhana is the Cow, it beomes ‘excluded’ from the Ectypal Ag- 

nyadhanas by ‘the old cart duly repaired’, which is the fee specially prescribed 
for the latter. (Si. 10.3. 30-33.) (g) What is laid down by the General 

Rule is ’excluded’ by the Special Rule ; e.g., in connection with the Var- 

unapraghasa, there is a Substance specially prescribed in the shape of the 

Nishkasa (the whey, left after the removal of the curdled pieces of milk) ; 

and this ‘excludes’ the Cake which would come into the Varunapraghasa 

by the General Law regarding the Ectype being performed in the manner 
of the Archetype. (Si. 7.3.16.) (h) The Useless is ‘excluded’ by the Useful ; 

e.g., among the Mantras laid down as to be recited as ‘Nigadas’,—1.e., words 

addressed to others,—there are some Yajus texts also ;—with regard to 

the reciting of the Yajus-texts it is laid down that it should be done not- 
loudly—Silently ;—now if, the words meant to be addressed to others were 
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recited Silently, they would entirely fail in their purpose ; for this reason, 
the ‘slient’ ‘reciting’ of the Yajus becomes, in this case, ‘excluded’ by the 
‘loud reciting’, which would serve a useful purpose when heard by the 
other person to whom it is addressed. (i) The Smaller is ‘excluded’ by 
the Larger ; e.g., in connection with the Paiichadasharatra-Sacrifice, when 
We come to consider the matter of ‘names’, we find that the single name 
‘Agnistut’,—which would indicate the reciting of the Agnéyt Subrahmanya 
verse—is ‘excluded’ in favour of the several names ‘Jyotis’ and the rest, 
by virtue of which the Aindri Subrahmanya is recited. (j) That which has 
room for itself elsewhere becomes ‘excluded’ by that which, if not adopted 
on the occasion in question, would have no place anywhere else ; ¢.g., with 
reference to recitation preceeding the Agnisomiya offering, it is laid down 
that it is to be done silently ; but with regard to the Diksaniya Isti, a dis- 
tinct accent has been prescribed, showing that the Mantras have to be recited 
loudly enough to allow of the accentuation being marked ;—now as regards 
this latter recitation, the Silent method is ‘excluded’ in favour of the louder, 
in view of the fact that the Silent method, if dropped at the Diksaniya, 
could still be adopted at the recitations on other occasions, while the parti- 
cular accent, if dropped at the Diksaniya Recitation, could not be adpoted 
at any other reciataion ; so that it would be dropped entirely ; which cannot 
be permitted in regard to anything that has been directly enjoined in the 
Veda. 


In all these cases we had the ‘Exclusion’ of details the adoption of 
which was indicated by some valid Means of Knowledge. There is “Ex- 
clusion’ also of such things as do not have their adoption indicated by any 
valid means. As there can be no limit to such things, the number of ‘Ex- 
clusions’ of this kind cannot be fixed. Shankara-Bhatla enumerates and 
exemplifies no less than 556 ‘Exclusions’ of this class. (See Mimamsabala- 
prakasha, pp. 134—137..) 

There are several instances, where there is ‘Exclusion’, not of all the 
details transferable from the Archetype, but of only a portion of these. 
For instance, for the baking of the Cake dedicated to Agni, eight Pans have 
been prescribed, in connection with the Agnéya-Sacrifice ;—in connection 
with its Ectype, the offering to Dyavaprthri, only one Pan is prescribed ; 
hence when transfering the Pan from the Agnéya to the Ectypal offering, 
only one of the eight pans shall be brought in,—and that too only the first 
—and the remaining seven shall be ‘excluded’. (Si. 10—5.1—3.) 
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In some cases of Transference the order of the details transferred is 
altered ; for instance, at the Archetypal Jyotistoma-Sacrifice, there are cer- 
tain Cups dedicated to certain Deities ;—when these are ‘transferred’ to 
the Ectype, the order in which they were held at the Archetype,—when 
the cup dedicated to Indra came first,—is changed and the cup held first 
is that dedicated to Shukra; and this in accordance with the Direct In- 
junction to that effect. (Si. 10.5. 67—69.). This change of order has been 
called ‘Pratikarsa’. 

In some cases the Details ‘transferred’ from the Archetype are not 
sufficient for the Hctype ; e. g., at the Archetype only fifteen Samans are 
sung, while for the Ectype, twenty-one have been prescribed ; in this caso 
the remaining Six-Samans have to be added over and above the Jifteen trans- 
ferred from the Archetype ; and the number twenty-one is not to be made 
up by repeating twice Six out of the same fifteen Samans. (Sa. 10. 5. 15—25.) 
Similarly, the Archetypal Jyotistoma is performed by only one Sacrificer ; 
but the Ectypal Sattra must have seventeen Sacrificers, according to a Di- 
rect Injunction to that effect. (Si. 10.6. 45—50.) 

The Subject of Badha, ‘Exclusion’. leads on to that of its antithesis, 
Samuchchaya, ‘Inclusion’, or ‘Combination’; by virtue of which there is 
‘Combination’ of what is prescribed for the Ectype specifically with what 
is ‘transferred’ to it from the Archetype. For instance, in connection with 
the Naksatrésté, certain additional Libations have been prescribed as to be 
poured after the principal offerings,—these libations being offered to the 
Krittikas, to Amba and to Dula,—at the Archtype however, after the prin- 
cipal offerings come the Ndrista-homas ; these Narista-homas are transfer- 
able to the Naksatrésti ; and in this case there is no ‘exclusion’ from the 
Nakgatrésti, of either the before-mentioned libations to the Krittikas, etc., 
or of the Narista-homas ; both sets of offerings are ‘combined’ and offered ; 
and the reason for this non-eaclusion lies in the fact that these offerings serve 
transcendental purposes and there can be no justification for abandoning 


either of them. 
MEANING OF THE NEGATIVE TERM 

As ‘Exclusion’,—which is practically the same as ‘Prohibition, — 
is generally expressed by the Negative Term, Jaimini has discussed the - 
signification of the Negative Term under Si. 10.8.1, et. seq. 

(1) In most cases, we find ‘Exclusion’ or Prohibition’ relating to 
uch details as are indicated as to be transferable to the Ectype from the 
Archetype, under the General Law relating to the Archetype and the Kctype ; 
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—and (2) in some cases it is found to relate to details that have been en- 
joined in a general way without reference to any particular Sacrifice. 


(1) An instance of ‘Exelusion’ or ‘Prohibition’ of a Detail indicated 
as transferable to the Ectype from the Archetype, under the General Law, 
—we have the case of the Appointment of the Priests, this has been laid down 
in connection with the Archetype, and as such is transferable to the He- 
type ; in but regard to the Hctype it has been directly prohibited by a Vedic 
text ;—this prohibition is regarded as modifiying, in regard to the Hetype, 
the Archetypal Injunction and its indications to this extent that it is taken 
to mean ‘that at the Ectype one should employ all the details of the 
Archetype, with the Execption of the Appointment of Priests’. Thus in this 
case, the Prohibition signifies Zaception. (Si. 10.8. 1—4.) 


(2) In a case where there are two mutually contradictory assertions 
in two Vedic texts themselves,—e.g., one text says ‘the Sodashin vessel 
should be held at the Atiratra’, and another to the effect that ‘the Sodashin 
should not be held at the Atiratra’. —the Negative Term in the latter text 
does not signify Luception, as it negatives the previous declaration entirely ; 
hence in this case, the Prohibition expressed by the Negative Term modifies 
the Archetypal Injunction and its indications to this extent that the par- 
ticular detail of Holding the Vessel—is mado a matter of option. (Si. 
6. 10.6.) 


In some cases, the Negative Term signifies only the pratse of some- 
thing other than what is negatived. 2. g., in connection with the Agnihotra, 
we havea Vedic text to the effect that—‘One should offer the Wild-Sesamum’, 
and this ends with the words ‘the wild sesamum is no offering at all’ ; the 
first part of the text lays down the Wild Sesamum as something to be offered, 
while the second part speaks of the same as not to-be-offered ; with a view 
to reconcile these two contradictory statements, the negative assertion in 
the second part of the text has been taken to mean that—‘the offereing 
not milk at the Agnthotra is so praiseworthy that even such an excellent 
substance as the Wild Sesamum may not be offered in its place’ ; in this 
case, the negation, 7.¢., exclusion, prohibition—of the Wild Sesamum sig- 
nifies the praise of Milk. (Si. 10.8.7.) 


(4) In some cases, the Negative Term signifies only partial ‘Exclusion’. 

E.g., in connection with the Jyotistoma we have the text—‘The man who has 

been initiated for the Sacrifice should not make gifts or offer libations’, 

—where certain acts are forbidden for the Initiated Sacrificer ;—these same 

acts are also found to be enjoined by another texts as what should be cone, 
39 
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for the purpose of securing certain desirable results ;—these same acts are 
also ‘transferable’ to the Agnihotra, as helping the accomplishment of the 
Sacrifice. The question arises as the where these two sets of the acts are 
meant to be negatived by the said Prohibition—(a) at the Jyotistoma itself, 
where it is to be performed for obtaining certain results, or (b) at the Agni- 
hotra where it accomplishes the Sacrifice, or (c) at both of these? The 
Established Conclusion is that the acts are not prohibited in connection 
with both,—they are prohibited only in connection with the case where they 
are performed with a view to desirable results ; and the reason for this con- 
clusion lies in the fact that the text containing the Negation or Prohibi- 
tion in question follows clearly upon the Injunction of the Acts as leading 
to certain desirable results for the performer. (Si. 10.8. 12—15.) 


CHAPTER XXx 
‘TANTRA’ CENTRALISATION 


We have dealt with ‘Exclusion’ and ‘Inclusion’, of Details ; these ena- 
ble us to determine the extent and the scope of the Ectypal Sacrifice. This 
leads us to consider the means of determining the eatent and scope of the 
entire Sacrifices—specially the composite ones—which consists of a Pri- 
mary and a number of Subsidiary Sacrifices. This subject lends itself to 
a twofold division—(a) There are certain Subsidiaries which, if performed 
once, effectually help, by that single perfromance, more than one Acts ; 
this help accorded by a single performance of the Subsidiary to several 
Primaries has been called ‘Yantra’ (Centralisation, Collectivation ;—(d) 
there are, on the other hand, soem Subsidiaries which have to be repeated 
in connection with each Primary to which they are related ; this repetition 
of the Subsidiary with each Primary has been called ‘Avapa’ (De-centrali- 
sation, Distribution). 


As'a preliminary to the consideration of this question of ‘Centrali- 
sation’ and ‘Decentralisation’, it is necessary to consider whether in the 
case of a composite Sacrificial performance, consisting of a number of minor 
Sacrifices, the specified result follows from all collectively or from each seve- 
rally. There are similar questions that arise in regard to all composite Sa- 
crifices. (Bhasya, Trs., pp. 2080-2081.) 


The Established Conclusion on this question is that the result follows 
from all the Sacrifices collectively. ; 

This is the case with the Darsha-Parnamasa for instance, which is 
a composite Sacrifice, consisting of six Sacrifices—the Agneya and the rest ; 
and ‘Heaven’ has been declared to be the Result following from them. 
The question is—Does this result proceed from all the six Sacrifices mm 
common, collectively? Or from each of them severally ?—The Established 
Conclusion on this question is that —these Sacrifices, though made wp of 
several Acts, should be regarded as one Act (Composite)—because they are 
related to a single purpose and because they are called by a single name, (Sa. 
11.1.1.) That is to say, though the Agneya and the other empmponents 
of the Darsha-Parnamasa are distinct from each other, they should be re- 
garded as ‘one act’, because they are all related to the same Result, collec- 
tively ; and those Sacrifices which lead to the same single Result must be 
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‘one act’. That these acts are related to the Result collectively follows from 
the fact that they are called by a single name, which name signifies all the 
Component acts collectively, and it is through this name that the text has 
Connected the Acts with the particular Result. (Bhasya, Trs., pp. 2082-2083.) 
The use of this discussion lies in the fact that, if the Result followed 
all the component Sacrifices collectively, then the Subsidiary, Details 
Should have to be performed only once,—not with each of the compo- 
nent Sacrifices ; whereas if the Result followed from each of the component 

ACTifices severally, then the Subsidiary details should have to be performed 
with each one of these components. Thus then, in the former case, there 


would be Tantra, ‘Centralisation’, and in the latter case Avapa, ‘Decen- 
tralisation’, 


from 


The same question arises in regard to the Subsidiaries also :—Do 
all the prescribed Subsidiaries help their Primary collectively ? Or does each 
Subsidiary accord its help independently of the rest? The Established 
Conclusion here also is that it is collectively that the Subsidiaries hlep the 
P. Timary ; so that here also we have Lantra, ‘Centralisation’ (Si. 11.1. 5—19). 


A typical instance is provided by the Praydjas which are Subsidiary 
to the Darsha-Pairpamdsa ; and the conclusion is that these Praydjas have 
to be performed only once, and thereby they help the whole of the composite 
Darsha-Pirnamasa. (Sa. 11.1. 29—37.) 

Another general question dealt with in this connection is in regard 
‘to the Prospective Sacrifices, t.c., Sacrifices performed with a veiw to a de- 
finite result. Should these be performed only once? Or should they be 
Tepeated ? The Established Conclusion on this question is that such Sacri- 
fices may be repeated as often as one may have the desire for the particular 
result. (Si. 11.1. 20—25.) In the case of acts with visible results, they 
have to be repeated as often as it may be necessary for the obtaining of 
that result; e.g., the Threshing of the Corn has to be repeated until the 
removal of the chaff has been accomplished. (Si. 11.1.27.) But these same 

‘acts, if performed with a view to unseen results, should be performed only 
once, (Si. 11.1.28.) 

The following are some other typical instances of Tantra. (a) Bear- 
ing upon the Darsha-Parnamasa Sarcifice, we have a number of Injunctions 
laying down details in connection with them such as ‘the Darsha-Parna- 
masa should be performed upon level ground’, ‘the Parnamasa should be 
performed on the Full-Moon day’, ‘there should be four Priests at it’, and 
-80 forth. From these Injunctions it would seem that the entire Darsha- 
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Parnamasa should be perfromed on level ground, on the Full-Moon day and 
so forth,—the whole Sacrifice being repeated at each place and time men- 
tioned. But the: Established Conclusion on this point is that the entire 
Darsha-Piriiamasa is to be performed once only, and that this one perfor- 
mance should be done at the place and time laid down in the text; and 
the reason for this lies in the fact that the numerous acts composing the 
Darsha-Parnamdasa are to bring about their Result collectively, as com- 
bining to make up the single performance of the Sacrifice as a whole. (Su. 
11.2, 1-2.) (6) All the Subsidiary, Sacrifices entering into a Primary Sacrifice 
should similarly be performed only once at the same time and place as 
that Primary. (Si. 11.2. 3—10.) (ce) A third instance of Tantra is provided 
by the Agnyddhana, Fire-Installation,—which is done only once in life and 
is used at the subsequent Sacrifices. (Si. 11.3.2.) 


This same Darsha-Pirnamasa supplies an instance of Avipa, ‘De- 
centralisation’, also :—This Sacrifice consists of two sets of Sacrifices— 
one called ‘Darsha’ and the other ‘Parnamasa ; though the Subsidiaries 
prescribed for each set are nearly the same, yet they have to be repeated 
with each of the two sets ; and the reason for this lies in the fact that, though 
the two sets together make up a single Sacrifice, leading to a signle Result, 
yet, in asmuch as the two sets are performed on two different days—fifteen 
days apart—the Subsidiaries performed with one set would be performed 
on the day on which that set is performed; and thus they would not be per- 
formed on the day prescribed for the second set, which latter would, 
therefore, be left incomplete, bereft of the prescribed Subsidiaries. 
In such cases therefore, the Subsidiaries have to be repeated, (Si.11.2. 
11—17.) 

There are however certain Subsidiaries which, by thetr very nature, 
—and also by virtue of Direct Injunctions,—cannot be performed on the 
same day as their Primary; for instance, the Erecting of the Altar has 
been enjoined as to be done on the day preceding the performance of the 
Darsha ; and hence this Erection cannot be done on the same day as the 
Darsha Sacrifice itself. (Su. 11. 3. 1.) 


CHAPTER XXXI 


(A) ‘PRASANGA’—EXTENDED APPLICATION 


“Tantra has been defined as consisting in the single performance of a 
Subsidisry benefiting more than one Primary,—that single performance being 
€njomed and intended.by the Sacrificer to help more than one Primary Act 
Tn certain cases, the scope of this ‘tantra’ is further extended, and the single 
erate of a Subsidiary,—even though prescribed and intended to help 
ie ph Tg accepted as helping another Prinary also, when this latter 
“ rmed by the same man and at the same time and place as the former 
—tmary. This is called ‘Prosanga’, Extended Application. Yor instance, 
M Connection with the Agnisomiya Animal-Sacrifice, there is an offering of 
ae laid down in the text,—‘Having offered the omentum of the 
cig, Sacrificed to Agni-Soma, one should offer the Meat-cake, dedicated 

) Agni-Soma’. The question in regard to this is —Should the Subsidiaries 
1; the Prayajas—which have been prescribed for the Agnisomiyad Sa- 
orifice, be performed separately for the Meat-cake Offering? Or is this 
Meat-cahe offering to be regarded as having received the requisite help from 
those Subsidiaries as performed in connection with the Agnisomiya Animal- 
Sacrifice,—and there is no need for a separate performance of these? The 
Established Conclusion on this question is that the Meat-cake-offering is 
accomplished through the Subsidiaries performed during the Procedure of the 
Animal-Sacrifice 3 because it has been enjoined in the middle of the Process. 
(Si. 12.1.3.) That is, as a matter of fact, the Cake-offering has been laid 
down in the middle of the Procedure of the Animal-Sacrifice ; by virtue of 
which the help rendered by the Subsidiaries operates both ways—i,e,. it 
helps the Animal-Sacrifice as well as the Cake-offering ; the Subsidiaries 
porformed in connection with the Animal-Sarifice are in proximaty to the 
Cake-offering also ; and by virtue of this proximity, they render help to this 
latter offering also ; like the lamp lighted in the house illumining the road 
also. (Bhdsya, Trs., p. 2255.) Even though we have no such Injunction 
as that ‘What is done for the Animal-Sacrifice helps the Cake-offering also’, 
yet the circumstances brought into existence by the performance of the 
Subsidiaries with the intention of helping one act, could not cease to exist 
and withdraw their help from another Act also, which latter might happen 
to be performed at that same time and place and by the same Performer. 
(Sa. 12.1. 16.) 
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Similarly, when one has erected the Sacrificial Altar in connection 
with the Agnistoma-Sacrifice,—if he wishes to perform an Isf? also, after 
that Agnisfoma, he need not erect another Altar for the latter; the same 
Altar can serve for both Sacrifices. (Si.12.2. 8-9.) 

There are certain exceptions to this also For instance, the Armabha- 
niya Isti has been enjoined as to be performed at the commencement of the 
first Darsha-Pirpamasa that one undertakes to perform,—as shown under 
9.1. 34-35 ; though this Zs? is meant to be only purificatory or preparatory 
in character,—tending to purify the Sacrificer and prepare him for the Sa- 
crifice,—yet, in asmuch as a single perfornance helps all the Sacrifices per- 
formed by the man in course of the Darsha-Parnamasa, it has to be repeated 
along with each of the Ectypes that the man performs ; and the reason for 
this lies in the fact that the qualification ‘life-long’ does not pertain to the 
Primary Sacrifice, but to the performer of each Sacrifice (as shown under 
2.4.1), and hence there is no ‘Extended Application’ of the Arambhaniya 
Isti in this case (12.2. 19—21). 


(B) ‘VIKALPA’ OPTION 
We now proceed to consider the subject of ‘Option,’ ‘Vikalpa’, which 
may be regarded as an antithesis to Sammuchchaya, ‘Combination, or ‘In- 
clusion’, dealt with the by Swtra under Discourse 9. (See above). In 
cases of ‘Inclusion’, there is performance of several Subsidiaries together, 
while in cases of ‘Option’, only one of the several possible Subsidiaries can 
be performed ; and the choice in the matter lies with the Sacrificer. 


Before taking up the particular instances of Option, a few general 
observations on the subject appear to be called for. As a rule, Option is 
not permissible except under strict necessity ; because its acceptance gives 
rise to eight undesirable contingencies. For instance, there is the typical 
instance of Option between Yava and Viahi, both of which are optional 
alternatives ;—accepting this option, (1) if we use Vrahi, and not use Yava, 
we reject the authority of the Vedic text enjoining the use of Yava,—(2) 
we assume the untrustworthy character of this text,—(3) if, on the other 
hand, we use Yava, and not use Vrthi, we reject the authority of the text 
prescribing Vr7hi, and (4) assume the untrustworthy character of this text; 
(5) in this latter case again, we accept the authority of the Yava-text which 
we had rejected before, (6) we thereby reject the previously-assumed un- 
trutworthiness of the Yava-tect ; (7) in using the V77hi again, we accept the 
authority of the Vrihi-teat we had rejected before, and (8) we also reject 
the previously-assumed untrustworthiness of that text, 
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It many be noted that these objections apply only to the case of 
those options which are not-restricetd, that is, those where the choice is 
left to the will of the Agent ; it does not apply to those cases where the op- 
tion is restricted, vyavasthita. tfomscefaat dtt:—says Devandtha Thak- 
hura in his Adhikaranakaumudi (p. 1). 

Options have been grouped primarily under three heads: (Vide Mi- 
mamsabalaprakasha, p. 152—65) (A) Indicated by Reason, (B) Indicated 
by Direct Declaration, (C) Dependent upon the wish of the Agent. 

(A) Of Option indicated by Reason, there are eight sub-divisions :— 
(1) Option between two ‘kinds’, e.g., between the kind of corn, called ‘Vrthi? 
and that called ‘Yava’ ;—(2) between two particular individual things, 
e.g., at the Darsha-Pirnamasa, for the Agnisomiya-offering, the Cale offered 
may be the one baked either on eleven or twelve pans, as laid down in the 
texts of two different Vedic Rescensions (Vide 2. 4. 8—32) ;—(3) between 
two Qualities; ¢.g., between the Black and the Red colours of the Goat 
for the Agnisomaya-offering : (4) between two Acts ; e.g., ab the J yotistoma 
when the Priests go out of the Havirdhana, forming themselves into a line, 
if the line happens to be broken by one Priest, one set of Expiatory Rites 
is to be performed,—if by another Priest, then another set,—if both should 
happen to break the line simultaneously, then there is Option between the 
two sets of Expiatory Rites, (See Si. 6. 5. 51—53) ;—(5) Between the using 
of one kind of things and the total abandoning of it ; e,g,. for the Vajasa- 
neyins, it has been laid down that they may or may not recite the NV akgatra 
Mantra’ so that the Recitation of the kind of Mantra called ‘Nakgatra 
Mantra’ may be done or may be entirely omitted ; (6) Between the using 
and abandoning of a particular Individual thing ; ¢.g., the particular Mantra 
called ‘Sambhara’? may be recited or entirely omitted; (7) Between the 
adopting and abandoning of a Quality; ¢.g., for the Altar of the Darsha-Sacri- 
fice, ® particular size has been prescribed,—and at the same time there is 
a declaration to the effect that ‘there need be no exact measurement for 
the Altar’ ; hence the specially-prescribed Size may or may not be adopted ; 
(8) Between the performing and abandoning of an Act; ¢.g., the Holding 
of the Sodashin vessel at the Atiratra may or may not be done. 


All these eight kinds of Option may be either Kratvartha,—helping 
the fulfilment of the Sacrifice—or Purugdrtha, accomplishing something 
desirable for the Agent, Ail the instances cited above belong to the former 
class; 7.¢., they are all Kratvartha Options. At the Darsha-Parpnamasa 
Sacrifice, the water is fetched in a vessel which has a handle four inches long 
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and a cavity eight inches deep and about nine inches in diameter; if the 
Sacrificer is desirous of securing Brahmic-Glory. the vessel should, according 
to one text, be made of Wood, while, according to another text, of Bell- 
metal ; and this gives rise to option. There are Bleven kinds of this Purus- 
artha option. 

All these nineteen options are Indicated by Reason. 


(B) Of Option Indicated by Direct Declaration also there are nineteen 
kinds, As an example of one of these, we have the Option indicated by the 
Vedic text—‘One who desires to Sacrifice with corns, or with animals, or 
Soma should perform the Sacrifice on the Moonless day or on the Full-Moon 
day’ ; where we have the option regarding the material substances, as also 
regarding time. In Smrti also we have the text to the effect that ‘the Pitrs 
remain satisfied for a month, with offerings of Sesamum or Barley’ ; where 
we have an option between the two substances Sesamum and Barley. 


(C) Of the third kind of Option—that dependent on the wish of the 
Agent,—also, there are nineteen kinds. As an example of this, we have 
the following :—In connection with the Ashvamédha, it has been laid down 
that ‘A Brahmana is to be sacrificed to Brahma’ ; the Brahmana—thus 
Sacrificed may be one belonging to the Kawndinya or to any other (otra ; 
this depends entirely on the wish of the Sacrificer. 


There is another division of Options into two classes—(a) Vyavasthita, 
‘Restricted’,—where, among the alternatives, there is a limit or restriction, 
and (6) Avyavasthita, ‘Unrestricted’,—where there is no such restriction or 
limit. Each of these again is Indicated by Reason or Indicated by Direct 
Declaration. Examples of this latter class—é.e., Restricted Option Indicated 
by Direct Declaration, we have in the casos already cited. As an example 
of the Restricted Option Indicated by Reason, we have one from the Smrtis, 
discussed by Kwmarila (in the Smrti-pada of the Tantravartika) ; it has been 
laid down that—‘The Brahmana should devote twelve years of his life to the 
study of each of the Vedas,—or as many years as may be necessary’ ;—on 
the face of it, this appears to indicate an unrestricted Option, to be deter- 
mined entirely by the wish of the Student whether he will complete the entire 
course of the study of the four Vedas in 48 years or in 4 only ; but by means 
of Reasoning, it has been shown by Kumarila that here we have the Option 
of the Restricted kind,—the meaning of the text being that ‘if the Student 
is not going to take to the life of the householder, he should devote 48 years 
to Vedic study,—-if however he is going to enter that life, then he should 
devote only 5 years to each Veda and complete the course in 20 years; but 

40 
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in case he is not able, under his peculiar cireumstances, to devote-more than 
2, or 3 years to each Veda he should adopt this last course, and so on. (See 


Tantravartika, p. 112.) 


Restriction of Options indicated by Direct Declaration is of seven kinds :— 
(1) Restriction regarding Place ; e.g., the Consecration of Fire having been 
laid down as to be performed during Spring, the question arises as to which 
“of the two methods of counting the seasons is to be adopted ; Seasons are as 
a tule calculated by the ‘Lunar’ month has been taken by some people to 
begin with the Moonless Day, and by others, with the Full-Moon day. The 
idea derived from all this would be that there is no restriction regarding 
the calculating of the month, and hence of the Seasons ; but the requisite 
Restriction is provided by another textin the Trikandmandana, which asserts 
that—‘The system of the counting of the month as commencing with the 
Dark Fortnight is not accepted in countries lying to the South of the Vindhya 
Hills’ ; so here we have the Option restricted to Place. (2) Restriction in 
regard to the reciting of the Vartraghni and the Vrdhanvatt Mantras at the 
Darsh-Piirpamasa, there being an uncertainty as te which of the two sets 
is to be recited on the Moonless and which on the Full-Moon day, we have ; 
the restrictive rule to the effect that the Vartraghni are to be recited on the 
Full-Moon day and the Vrdhanvati on the Moonless day’ ; so here the Option 
becomes restricted in regard to Time.—(3) Then there is restriction in regard 
to the Agent also ; ¢.g., at the Darsha-Pirnamasa, a Mantra is to be recited 
by the sacrificer, and in this connection three Mantras have been mentioned 
(1) ‘Agné vratapaté’, (2) ‘Vayo vratapate’ and (3) ‘Aditya vratapate’ ;—from 
which it would seem as if any Sacrificer may recite any one of these three 
Mantras ; but there is the distinct rule to the effect that—‘The first of the 
three Mantras is to be recited by the Brahmapa, the second by the Ksat- 
triya and the third by the Vazshya, Sacrificer’.—(4) There is Restriction also 
in regard to Action itself; e.g., in connection with the Varunapraghdsa- 
Sacrifice two Viharas (Place for keeping the offering-materials) have been 
prescribed, one to the North and another to the South ;—and the impression 
being that any one of the performers might deposit anything on any one 
of the Viharas, the Option becomes restricted by the further rule that ‘the 
Adhvaryu-priest is to keep eight of the articles on the Northern one and the 
Pratiprasthaty-priest is to keep the Maratt on the Southern One’, (5) There 
is Restriction also with regard to the Result ; e.g., with regard to the several 
Optional Nidhanas (additional syllables added to the text of the Séman, 
by the exegencies of the music) to be adopted at the Jyotistoma-Sacrifice, 
there is a rule laying down that —‘When the Sacrificer desires rain, the 
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Nidhana to be used is H7s,—when he desires food, it is to be Urg,—and 
when he desires Heaven, it is to be U’ ; hence we have Restriction of the 
Option through the Result.—(6) There is Restriction also in regard to the 
Occasion or Contingent Circumstances ; ¢.g., there is the rule—‘In the case 
of the death of a Sapinda the period of impurity is to be ten days,—or till 
after the day of Bonepicking, or three days,—or one day’ :—here we have 
a number of Options which would be very confusing ; but the wide Option 
has been restricted by another rule, which says—‘When the dead Sapinda 
is one whose Upanayana had been performed, the period shall be ten days ; 
if his Zonsure had been performed, and not the Upanayana,—then only 
four days...... one day being the period in the case of the dead child having 
only just cut its teoth’.—Lastly, there is the Conditional Restriction ; e.g., 
Yava and Vrihi are both enjoined as approved alternative grains to be used 
as offering materials ; and this option has been restricted conditionally, by 
the rule that ‘if one has commenced the preformance with Vriht, he should 
proceed with the same to the end of the performance.’ 

In regard to Option, the following facts are noteworthy :— 

In several cases, where there may appear to be Option, there is no 
real option at all; e.g., in cases where several details have been laid down 
with regard to the same act,—each of these details being intended for a 
distinct purpose ; in such cases every one of the details has to be adopted. 
(Si. 12.3.9.) But in cases where the details are for the same purpose, there 
is Option. (12.3. 10—14.) Similarly in regard to the several Expiatory 
Rites, if these are all prescribed in connection with the same delinquency, 
then there is to be Option (12, 3—15) ; but there is to be no Option when 
they are prescribed in connection with different deliquencies, in which latter 
case, all have to be performed. So with Mantras, it is only when several 
have been prescribed for the same purpose that we have Option, (12.3.28). 
But when, of such Mantras, one is found to be indicative of mere Recitation, 
another of Praise, and another of Invocation of Blessings,—every one of 
these has to be recited (12.4. 1-2). With regard to Gifts—where several 
numbers, 6, 12, etc., are prescribed, there is to be Option. (Si. 12.4.9.) 


CHAPTER XXXII 
ACTS—SACRIFICES 


The Rules of Interpretation evolved in the Mimamsa- Sutra, are of 
universal application,—useful wherever texts have to be interpreted. 
But they have suffered from the fact that the Commentators on the Sutras, 
from the earliest times it seems, chose for their illustrations the texts bearing 
upon Sacrifices ; the reasons for this are obvious. Hinduism is a religion 
of ‘Sacrifices’ in the highest sense of the term; as ordinarily understood 
however, the term has been understood to stand for the Sacrifices offered on 
the physical plane, represented by the offerings of material substances to 
‘Deities’. During the time the Commentators known to us lived, these 
Sacrifices formed the most important factor in the life of the Hindu. Natu- 
rally therefore the performanco of these appeared to them to he the most 
familiar instances with which to illustrate the rules of interpretation. Circu- 
mstances have entirely changed, and ‘Sacrifices’ are now known merely by 
name ; so that the illustrative examples have become all but unintelligible. 
A clear study of Sanskrit Literature will however reveal the fact that the 
rules have been drawn upon to elucidate knotty points in other branches 
of study and investigation also,—notably so in the domain of legal studies ; 
and naturally so, because the ‘Law’ of the Hindus is based, directly or indi- 
rectly, on Scriptural texts (see above) ; and the interpretation of these texts 
had to be done through the Rules of Interpretation evolved in the Mimamsa 
Sutra. We shall see later on how effectively these Rules have been utilised 
in the Literature of Hindu Law, as also in other branches of Literature. 
(See below) 

In the meantime however, in order to make intelligible the discussions 
and arguments carried on by the Mimdmsaka in the earlier chapters of this 
ork, it is necessary to provide a short account of these Sacrifices. 


As we have seen above, the subject-matter of Mimdamsa is ‘Dharma’, 
and this term stands for what the man should do ; but in common usage the 
term includes such acts as Yaga (Sacrifice proper), Homa (Pouring of Libations), 
Dana (Making Gifts),Sndna (Bathing), Dhyana (Meditation), Japa (Repea- 
ting Mantras) and so forth ; but the principal forms of Dharma that form 
the subject-matter of Mimamsa Shastra are Yaga, Dana and Homa. The 
Bhasya says—‘The Primary act is in the form of Yéaga (Sacrificing), Dana 
(Giving), and Homa (Pouring into a receptacle)’—(Trs., p. 784) . Every 
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one of these acts consists in the offering of a certain thing to some one else ; 
and the ‘offering’ common to all these has been defined as ‘the setting aside 
of one’s own ownership over the thing offered and the bringing about of the 
ownership of another person (the recipient of the gitt)’—(Bhasya, Trs., p. 
785). (a) This offering becomes a Yaga, Sacrifice, when “tt brings about the 
connection between a substance and a Deity’—says the Stitra (4.2.27). In this 
case, there is a simple offering to the Deity ;—(b) Homa also is the same, 
with the further element of ‘Pouring’; so that Homa is an act of offering 
a substance by pouring it into a receptacle (Bha., Trs. p. 785). 

The Tuptika remarks that’ the Bhasya has used the word ‘asechana’., 

‘Pouring’, because this element is present in most Homas, where the subs- 
tance generally used is Clarified Butter or some such hquid subastance ; 
as a matter of fact however, there are several Homas at which Sesamtim 
and other grains are offered ; so that what differentiates the Homa from the 
Yaga is this, that in the-Homa the substance is thrown into some suitable 
receptacle, as remarked by Tantraratna and Prakarnapanchika (P. 105). 
It is not necessary that this ‘receptacle’ of the offering should be Fire 
inorder to make it ‘Homa’, as has been asserted in the Bhattabhaskara, 
because in many Homas, the Substance is put into Water; e.g., at the 
Arabhytha-Isti performed on the completion of the Agnistoma. 

(c) In Dana, ‘Gift , there is offering of the Substance followed by the 
actual bringing about of the ownership of the Recipient. (Bha. Trs.p. 785). 
The difference among Yaga, Homa and Dana is as follows :— The relinqui- 
shment of one’s own ownership over the offered substance is the factor common 
to all three; but in Yaga. the relinquishment of one’s ownership is merely 
verbal, the substance offered not being actually taken away by the Recip- 
ient (Deity ; in Dana, what is offered is actually taken away by the Recip- 
ient; and in Homa what is offered thrown into some suitable receptacle, 
Fire or Water. 

The ‘Deity’ to whom the Sacrifice is offered is, for the Mimamsaka, 
a purely hypothetical entity, posited for the sake of the Sacrifice, which 
would not be an act of ‘Sacrifice’ unless there were a Deity to whom the 
offering is made; hence the Deity is subordinate to the Sacrifice. This, as 
we have seen (above) has been clearly brought out in Sa. 9. 1. 6—10, in 
which connection we have learnt from the Bhasya that the Deity has no phy- 
sical body,—It does not eat anything,—It is not either pleased or displeased, 
nor can it award rewards and punishments as the results of Sacrifices. 


(Vide above Sec. on Uha, Modification). 
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The main classification of Sacrifices is on the basis of the Substances 
offered. On this basis, they have been classified under the following three 


heads :— 
I. Isti (including also the Haviryajiias). 
ing of Milk, Butter, Rice, Barley and other grains,—made by the Yajamana 
(Sacrificer accompanied by his wife, and helped by four Officiating Priests). 
These Priests are—Adhvaryu, Brahman, Hotr and Agnidhra ; the Adhvaryu 
is the most important among these, chosen before the rest and operating as 
the General Executive, from beginning to the end of the performance ; his 
seat is on the Hastern side ;—the Brahman is the second to be chosen ; 
he is the general supervisor and inspector, well-versed in ritualistic details 
and in the three Vedas; it is his function also to perform the Expiatory 
Rites; his seat is on the Southern side:—the seat of the Hoty is on the Western 
side, and his duty is to recite all such hymns as the Samidhenis, and the rest ;-- 
the Agnidhra is seated on the Northern side, holds the wooden sword and 
offers the responses with the word ‘astu’ to some of the acts done by the 
Adhvaryu. According to the last Topic of Discourse XII of the Mtmdmsa- 
Sutra, all the Priests officiating at the Sacrifice shall be Brahmanas. 
The Prakrti or Archetype of the Isti class is the composite Darsha- 
Pirnamasa Sacrifice (described in Shatapatha Brahmana I and II); this, 
along with the following six Vikrtis or Ectypes, constitutes the seven 
Samsthas (Forms or Stages) of the Isti. These Six Ectypes are—(1) Agnya- 
dhyana described in Katyayana’s Shrauta-Satra 4. 179 et. seq.), (2) Agnihotra, 
along with its own Ectype, the Mdasdgnihotra (described in Shatapatha 
1. 7. 1. et seq. ; and in Shrauta-Sitra 4), (3) Agrayanésti (Shatapatha 4..2. 2) ; 
(4) Chaturmasya (Shrauta-Sitra 5), with its four sections, the Vaishvadeva, 
the Varunapraghasa, the Shakhamedha and the Shundstriya ; (5) Pashubandha 
(Shrauta-Sa. 6 and Shatapatha 11. 7. 1), and (6) Sautrémani (Shatapatha 11). 
Katyayana’s Shrauta-Sitra deals with the first five only. Gawlama has 
mentioned these Samsthas in the following words :— 
HEAT AAAS AA — ATA — ara — ATH eT 
freaaqara:—ararent—ate oer efaetaear: Ww 

In Shatapatha (10. 1. 5), we have the following passage :— 
araraae aT aaferaiastadtagarta | ereraraserarey 
at Ghia | wae wat areay aTeaterars— 

Though without the Agnyddhana, Fire-installation, no Isti-Sacrifice 
can be performed,—as these have to be offered in the Fire consecrated by 


These consist of the offer- 
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the Rites of Fire-Installation (as laid down in Shatapatha 1. 6. 3—20),— 
yet it is the Darsha Parpamasa, not the Agnyadhana, that has been treated 
as the Archetype of the Tsti-Sacrifices ; firstly ; because, as remarked by 
Karka, the Shatapatha begins with the Darsha-Parnamasa, and, secondly, 
because the Agnyddhana is only the consecration of the Fire, and as such, 
cannot be regarded as a ‘Sacrifice’, in the strict sense of the term, on whose 
model the other Ectypal Sacrifices could be performed. 


Among some other Sacrifices mentioned in this connection in the 
Shatapatha are the Dahsdyana (described in Shrauta-Sutra 4. 104) and the 
TLraiyambaka. 

II. The second class of Sacrifices has been called Pakayajfias. These 
are offered in the ordinary Domestic Fire, not in the Fire consecrated by 
Agnyadhana. 

The Seven Samsthas—Forms—of the Pakayajfias are—(1) the Fire 
Mahayajias (ennumerated and described in Shatapatha 10. 5. 6); which con- 
stitute the Archetype of the group ;—(2) the Astakas, (3) the Parvana- 
shraddha, (4) the Shravani, (5) the Agrahayani, (6) the Chattr?, and (7) the 
Ashvaywji (See Parashara-Madhava—V yavahara Section, P. 157; Note). 
These Sacrifices have been dealt with in Grhya—not Shrauta—Sutras. Tt 
is on this ground, and also on the ground of these being offered in the Domestic 
—not the Consecrated—Fire, that these Sacrifices appear to have been placed 
in a class apart from the Haviryajfas or Istis described above. Consisting of 
the offering of Clarified Butter, Milk and Grains, these are as much ‘Havirya- 
jfias’ (in the literal sense of the term) as the Darsha-Purnamasa and other 
Istis. 

IIL. The third class of Sacrifices are the Samayajftas, which consist 
of offerings of Soma-juice of this the Archetype is the Jyotistoma (also loosely 
known under the name of Agnistoma). The Seven Sarsthas (Forms) of this 
class are (1) Agnistoma, which is the Archetype, (2) Atyagnistoma (3) Ukthya, 
(4) sodashin, (5) Vajapeya (Shatapatha 5 ; Shrauta-Sutra 14), (6) Atiratra 
and (7) Aptoryama: [See Shabara-Bhasya, Trs. P. 941, on the confusion 
regarding the names ‘/Jyotistoma’ and ‘Agnistoma’]. All these latter six 
and other ‘Ectypes’ or ‘modifications’ of the Jyotistoma, have been also called 
‘Bhaha’, so called because they last for one day only. There are other 
Soma-Sacrifices—which also have the Jyotistoma for their Archetype—that 
last for from two to twelve days, and these are called ‘Aina’. To this class 
belongs the Dvadashaha (described in Shatapatha 4. 5. 1), as also the Sattras 
or Communistic Sacrifices, or properly speaking, Sacrificial Sessions ; these 
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latter last more than twelve days and are performed by several ‘Sacrificers’ 
(generally seventeen) in combination (See Shatapatha 4. 4. 2—12). These 
Sattras form the subject-matter of several Topics under the Mimarnsa-Sitra 
(See above). Under the class of ‘Soma-Sacrifice’, Shatapatha, and also 
Katydyana, have included the elaborate Sacrifices of the Gavamayana 
(Shrauta Si. 13), the ‘Rajasiiya’ (Shatapatha 5, Shrauta Sit. 13), the Sautra- 
mant (Shatapatha 11, Shrauta Si. 19), the Ashvamedha (Shatapatha 11—13, 
Shrauta Si. 20), and also some minor Sacrifices, like Vasordhara, Rastrabhyt, 
Vajaprasaviya, Payovrata and so forth. (Shatapatha 4). Almost all Soma 
Sacrifices involve the killing of an aminal (which must be a goat, according to 
Mima. Si. 10. 2. 69, Bhasya Trs. P. 1733); hence the older writers have 
included the ‘Pashw (Animal) Sacrifices under ‘Soma’. Later writers appear 
to make some sort of a distinction between ‘Soma’ and ‘Animal’ Sacrifices ; 
such distinction is found in the Shrautapadarthanirvachana, a modern work 
written towards the end of the nineteenth century. There is however no 
authority for this distinction either in Shatapatha or in the Shrauta-Sitra, 


‘DAKSINA’-SACRIFICIAL FER 

The ‘Sacrificial Fee’, Dakspd, payable to the Priests for officiating 
at ‘Sacrifices, has been made the subject-matter of several ‘Topics’ under 
the Mima. Sitra. 

Under Si. 10.2.22—28, Jaimini has discussed the purpose for which 
the Fee is given ; and the conclusion he has arrived at is that it should be 
regarded as serving the purpose of hiring or securing the services of the Priests, 
(Sa. 10.2.23); and it is not for the purpose of bringing about any merit 
or such transcendental results. But at the Kamesti Sacrifice, the Fee serves 
a transcendental purpose (Si. 10.2.44). 

Under Si. 10.3. 5355, he has discussed the question of the apportion- 
ment of the Fee among the serveral Priests. The conclusion on this point 
is that in the matter of wages—.e., the Fees—there is to be inequality ; but 
this ¢nequality is based, not upon the basis of work done,—as the hiring 
of services is equal for all, —but upon the basis of the titles of the Priests— 
(SG. 10. 3—55). That is to say, it is not right to regard the ‘inequality 
among Priests as due to their work, it should be due to the help rendered 
by the Priests as indicated by their titles ; these titles are ‘Halfist’, ‘Tertia- 
rist’, ‘Quarterist’ ; these titles are found in the following text—The Adh- 
varyu Priest, having initiated the Master of the House, initiates the Brahman 
Priest, then the Udgaty, then the Hoty ; thereupon the Pratiprasthaty Priest, 
having initiated the Adhvaryu, initiates the Halfists—i.e., (1) the Brah- 
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mandchchhamsin Priest, who is related to the Brahman Priest, (2) the Pras- 
toty Priest, who is related to the Udgatr Priest, (3) the Maitravaruna Priest, 
who is related to the Hoty Priest ; then the Nestr-Priest, having initiated 
the Pratiprasthaty Priest, initiates the Tertiarists, —i.e, the Agnidhra Priest, 
who is related to the Brahman Priest, the Pratihartr Priest, who is related 
to the Udgdty Priest ; then the Unnetr-Priest, having initiated the Nest, 
initiates the Quarterists,—i.e., the Poty Priest, who is related to the Brahman 
Priest, the Subrahmanya-Priest, who is related to the Udgaty-Priest and 
the Gravastut-Priest, who is related to the Hoty-Priest’. The reference to 
the Priests by these titles—‘Halfist,’ “Tertiarist’ and ‘Quarterist’/—would 
be justifiable only if, at the Archetypal Sacrifice, the shares of the Fee given 
to these men were actually in accordance with these titles, We conclude 
therefore that, on actount of their being referred to as ‘Halfists’ ete., the 
diversity in the Fee received by them should be treated as based upon these 
titles. (Bhdsya, Trs. p. 1777). 

Jaimint has discussed a few other details regarding the Sacrificial 
Fee, under Si. 10.3.89 et. seq. 

(1) The Sacrificial Fee for the Jyotistoma has been laid down in the 
text—‘The Cow, the Horse, the Mule, the Ass, Goats, Sheep, Corns, Barley, 
Sesamum, Masa,—Dvadashashatam of this is the Fee’. The question raised 
is—Is the Fee to consist of 112 of each of the things mentioned ? Or 112 
of one of the things mentioned? or 112 made up of all the things together? 

[The term ‘Dvddashashatum’ has been taken as standing for Twelve 
and Hundred, #.e., 112, in his presentation of this Adhikarana, Mandana 
has said ‘Shatam gavimeva tu daksing syat; and the Nydyamélavistara 
has explained the term ‘Dvddashashatam’ as ‘Dvadashadhikam, Shatam’ ; 
hence the number should be taken as 112, not 1200). 


The Established Conclusion is that the particular number 112 qualifies 
only one of the several kinds of things mentioned ; hence the prescribed 
Fee should consist of 112 of one of the several kinds enumerated. (Bhasya. 
Trs. p, 1769). (Si. 10.3, 39—44), 


(2) The next question is—To which one thing does the number 112 
refer? The answer to this is that it refers to one of the animals named 
(Si. 10.3.45),—and among animals, the Cow (Si. 10.3.47). Hence 112 
Cows should be given as the Mee (Bhasyd, Trs. p. 1772). 

(3) Next question—Should 112 Cows be given to each of the Priests ? 
Or should 112 Cows be divided among them? The answer is that the Fee 
should be given by apportionment (Si. 10.8.50).;—and this ‘apportionment’ 

4) 
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shall be according to the titles of the Priests as already explained. (Su. 
10.3.53—55). (See above). 

This ‘apportionment’ is described as under (in the Jyotistoma Pad- 
dhatis) where only 100 Cows are mentioned along with 100 gold-pieces—12 
each to the (1) Brahman, (2) Udgatr (3) Hotr, and (4) Adhavaryu ; 6 each 
to the (1) Pratiprasthatr, (2) Prastotr, (3) Maitravaruna and (4) Brahmand- 
chehhamsin ; 4. each to the (1) Potr, (2) Nestr, (3) Achchhavaka and (4) Agni- 
dhra ;—3 each to the (1) Unnetr, (2) Gravastut, (3) Subrahmanya and (4) 
Prattharty. The total of these comes to 100 only. This would appear to 
be in keeping with the words of Mandana—aé qarta x afer ear 


CHAPTER XXXIlIl 


INFLUENCE OF MIMAMSA ON LEGAL AND OTHER 
BRANCHES OF LITERATURE. 

The Mimdamsa-Siitra has evolved a set of principles for the interpreta- 
tion of texts, It has based its Discussions on texts dealing with the details 
of sacrificial ritual ; and the reason for this lay in the fact that at the time 
that the Sara was written, and the principles of Mimamsa systematised, 
the performance of elaborate Sacrifices was a familiar occurrence in the 
life of the ordinary Hindu. At a later age, when these Sacrifices fell into 
desuetude the study of the Mimamsa was found difficult, and it fell in the 
popular estimation. But before long it was discovered that though the 
illustrations chosen in Mimamsd@ Literature, showing the application of 
the Principles of Interpretation, may not appeal to the learner, yet the 
Principles were as useful as ever, in other fields, wherever original texts had 
to be studied and thier exact signification discussed. This was specially 
so in the domain of Law. This branch of study had to deal with a large 
number of original texts, from the Vedas and from the Smytis ; and the range 
of this study therefore extended from the Vedas down to the most recent 
Smrti-compilations ; and as there were some discrepancies in these texts 
bearing on many points in regard to the practices of men, the only reason- 
able basis for the explaining away of these discrepancies lay in the Principles 
of Interpretation that had been worked out by the Mimamsaka in connec- 
tion with Vedic texts bearing upon the details of Sacrificial ritual, We 
accordingly find all writers of Legal Digests making free use of these Prin- 
ciples of Interpretation. 

We shall cite a few instances from the more authoritative Legal 
Digests, of cases where the said Principles have been utilised in coming to 


a conclusion. 


(1) Under 2. 126, Ydajnavalkya has laid down that after the regular 
Partition has been finished,—if some property is found to have been surrep- 
titiously hidden away by any of the partners, that property should be re- 
covered from him and divided among all the co-partners in equal shares. 
In this connection the question is raised as to whether this surreptitious 
possession is reprehensible or not ;—the argument in support of the view 
that “it is not reprehensible” is that the partner who has been in wrongful 
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possession has also some right over the property concerned, and hence, 
as he has been keeping the property only under the misconception that 
it is solely his own, his conduct cannot be regarded as entirely reprehensible ; 
—this argument is based upon what has been argued under M7mdmsa- 
Siitra 6.3.20, —where, the question being raised as to the propricty of chang- 
ing the Mudga-corn that has heen kept for the making of the flour but has 
become spoilt,—the other party has argued that—if the Sacrificer has subs- 
tituted an equal quanitity of the Masa-corn, under the honest misappre- 
hension that it is Mudga,—his action cannot be regarded as a contravention 
of the rule that forbids the use of the Masa ; because, though he has actually 
used the Masa, he has used it as Mudga, under the Mimamsa-Sutra referred 
to, this view has been rejected, and the conclusion arrived at is that the 
use of the Masa under the circumstances certainly constitutes an infringe- 
ment of the rule that forbids the use of Masa, Kodrava and Chanaka. In 
accordance with this conclusion the conduct of the Partner who has been 
in wrongful possession of a part of the common porperty has been regarded 
as reprehensible. 


(2) In regard to the widow’s rights of inheritance, some writers have 


argued that—in as much as all property is meant primarily for the purpose 
of performing Sacrifices,—to which the Woman is not entitled,—she can 
have no business to inherit the Property ;—that the Woman, apart from 
her husband, is not entitled to perform Sacrifices has been shown under 
Mimamsa-Sitra 6. 1.17—21; though in the preceding Sara it has been 
shown that she cannot be held to be absolutely not-entitled to such per- 
formance, as, in the company of her husband, she has her place at all Sa- 
crifices. (See above). 


The argument against the rights of Women has been met by another 
reasoning based upon Mimdmsa-Stira 3. 4. 26—380; where it has been 
shown that the Wearing of Gold by the Sacrificer and the Priests has no 
bearing upon the Sacrificial Performance ;—and on the basis of this conclu- 
sion it has been argued that, if all Property were meant of Sacrificial Per- 
formance, from where would the gold be got for the said wearing? The 
Gold worn is certainly ‘property’, and yet it does not have any bearing 
upon the Sacrificial Performance. The Mitaksara on 2. 185 has argued 
—If all Property were meant for Sarerficial Permfrmances, there would 
be no charity or workds of Public Utility, like the digging of Tanks and 
the like’. 
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(3) In regard to the share to which the Wife is entitled, there are 
following texts :— 

(a) af gatqearary Tea: arat: aati: | 

‘If the Proprietor effects an equal division of his property during his 
life-time, he should assign equal shares to bis wives’. 


(6) faqeed frrsratararcaat aaa | 
‘If the partition is effected after the Father’s death, the Mother 
should receive an equal share’. 


According to these texts, the Wife’s share in the property of her 
Husband is equal to that of each of his sons. 


Som« writers have held that the Wife is entitled to a mere subsistence- 
allowance, not to any share in the Property; and they have interpreted 
these texts to mean that—If the Property is extensive, the Wife is to 
receive just enough to maintain her; but if the Property is small, she 
is to share it equally with her sons. Against this view, it has been argued 
that such an interpretation would cause an incongruity in the above 
texts; as, under the proposed interpretation, the first would mean that 
she is to receive merely a subsistence-allowance, while the second would 
give her a share equal to that of the sons. That such incongruous inter- 
pretation of Injunctive Texts is not permissible has been shown under 
Mimdamsa-Sitra 7. 3. 19—25. The argument adumberated under these 
Sutras is as follows:—In connection with the Chaturmasya-Sacrifice, the 
Vedic Injunction has laid down ‘Agni-Pranayana‘, the Fetching of Fire ;— 
there are two such ‘fetchings’ —one connected with the Agnistoma-Sactifice, 
which is accompanied by many other details, and the other connected with 
the Darsha-Piirnaimisa which is simpler, and without any other details 
the question arises as to which of these two Fetchings has to be adopted at 
the Chaturmasya ; the conclusion is that it must be the latter.—Upon this, 
there arises the further question —At which of the four sections of the 
Chatrmasya—the Vaishvadeva, the Varunapraghasa, the Shakamedhiya, 
or the Sundsiriya,—is the said Fetching to be done? The conclusion is that 
it should be done at the second and third sections ;—though the Prima Facie 
View. is that—‘the fetching should be done at the first and fourth sections, 
because the Fetching has to be done on the Uttaravedi, and the use of the 
Uttaravedi is related to the First and the Fourth sections only,—this relation- 
ship being deduced from the prohibition of the use of this Ved? at the Furst 
and Fourth Section, which prohibition implies the possibility of such use at 
the said sections ;? —in answer to this argument it has been shown that such 
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an interpretation of the texts concerned leads to an incongruity in the text 
enjoining the use of the Uttaravedi ;—that is, in regard to the First and 
Fourth sections, its use is implied by the Prohibition (as urged above),—and 
as such, it could be intended for partial acceptance only, while with regard to 
the second and third sections, the use of the Uttaravidi has been laid down 
directly and hence permanently ;—in this way the Veda would be laying down 
two entirely divergent courses of action,—under the Prima Facie View y 
and this cannot be desirable. This argument has been applied to the case of 
the above-mentioned texts bearing upon the Wife’s rights ; and it is argued 
that so long as a text affords one coherent meaning, there can be no justifica- 
tion for breaking up its meaning into two incoherent parts ; hence there can 
be no justification for the interpretation placed upon the texts to mean that 
the Wife is to receive only a subsistence-allowance and so forth. 


(4) In connection with the rights of the Parents over the Property left 
by their childless Son, the question arises as to which of the two parents— 
the Mother or the Father—has the prior claim. The text bearing upon tho 
question mentions the word ‘Pitarau’—‘Parents’ ; and would therefore appear 
to leave the matter doubtful ; but it has been argued that in as much as the 
word ‘Pitaraw’ has been etymologically explained in authoritative Gramma- 
tical works as equivalent to ‘Matapitaraw’ ,—and as in this the Mata (Mother) 
is mentioned first, hers should be the prior claim. This reasoning is based 
upon Mimamsa-Sutra 5—14 to 7, where it has bcen shown that the Pra- 
yajas-Sanid, Tanunapat, etc.—are to be performed in the order in which 
they are mentioned in the injunctive texts,—in accordance with the 
accepted Principle that the Priority of mention leads to priority in action. 
(Mitaksara, on 2. 135). 

(5) The adoption of a son, has to be done with full Vedic rites and 
ceremonies, even when done by the Shudra, who would.be entitled to the 
performance of such Rites, in accordance with the conclusions arrived at 
in connection with the ‘Nisdda-chief’—under Mz. Sa 6.1.51,—and the 
‘Rathakara’ under Mi. Su. 6. 1. 44; where it has been shown that though 
as a general rule the Shudra becomes entitled to such performances, 
and hence also yet in the special cases of the Nisdda Chief, and the 
Rathakara, the Shudra becomes entitled to such performances, and hence 
also to the learning of the relevant Mantra-teats and reciting them at 
the performance. According to some writers, though the special Sacrifices 
have been laid down for the Shudra, the Vedic Mantras have to be 
recited by Brahmana-proxies of the Shudra Sacrificer. But the generally 
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accepted conclusion is that these are to be treated as exceptional cases and 
thus do not vitiate the general conclusion that the Shudra is not entitled 
to the performance of Vidic Rites, as propounded in Mima. Si. 6. 1, 25. 


(6) In regard to Adoption, it has been declared that the woman can 
‘adopt’ a Son only in the company of her husband, of when permitted by 
him ; as she, alone by herself, is not entitled to perform Vedic Rites and 
Ceremonies, and the performance of such rites is inseparable from all 
regular Adoption. The exclusion of Women from Sacrificial Performances 
has been discussed above, as dealt with in Mima. Sa. 6.1.6, The 
‘permission’ of the Husband has been regarded as implying the ‘presence’ of 
the Husband himself at the ceremony of Adoption. 

(7) In connection with Adoption, Manu has declared that a child 
that has been adopted in another family cannot inherit the peoperty of his 
Progenitor-Father, nor perform his Shraddha ; and though the text directly 
prohibits these two things only, yet it has been accepted as implying the 
prohibition of other cognate things also,—such as all relationships and conn- 
ections due to the Progenitor-Father. This is in accordance with the prin- 
ciples laid down in Mimd. Sa 3. 7. 13 (Shabara-Bhasya, Text, Page 71, Line 
15) ; wherein it has been shown that the texts—(a) ‘Antarvedi minoti’ (Meas- 
ures in the central Altar’) and (6) ‘Jdtaputrah krsnakesho—‘gninadadhitv 
(‘One should install the Fires after he has got a Son and while his hair is 
still black’), even though directly mentioning only a few definite characte- 
ristics, are to be regarded as implying (a) ‘any place within the Altar, not 
necessarily the centre, and (6) any particular period of the man’s life, not 
necessarily the time when his hair is black. 

(8) It has been ruled by the Privy Council that the adoption of an 
only son of his father is‘ legal, This decision has been sought to be based 
upon Mima. Si. 1. 2. 26-27. It has been shown above that in this case 
the Mimamsa-Rule has been misunderstood and misapplied. (See in this 
connection a detailed account of this in K. L, Sarkar’s Mimamsa Rules 
of Interpretation pp. 451 et seg.). The case referred to here is the one cited 
as Sri Balasu Guru Linga Swami vs. Sri Balwan Ramalaksamina and others ; 
Radhamonhan, representative of Beni Prasad vs. Hardei Bibi L.R. 26 LA. 
118, 8.C.1. L.R, 21,, Allahabad 460. 

The above are only cxamples—just to illustrate how the Mimamsa 
Rules have influenced the administration of Law, even by the present Courts 
of Law. In this connection the Reader is referred-to the above-mentioned 
book of Sarkar’s ; Lecture XI of this book is to be read by persons interested 
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in the comparative study of Law ; as here Dr. Sarkar has shown the resem- 
blance between the Mimamsa Rules of Interpretation and Maxims and 
those adopted and used in modern Law. 

The following are a few instances of the use made of the Mimamsa 
Maxims in other branches of Sanskrit Literature. 

(1) The Kalanjanyaya (Jaimini Su. 6. 2. 19-20) has been used —(a) 
by Anandagiri in his comment on the Shériraka-Bhdsya (under 3. 4, 28 
and 4.1, 13) ;—(b) in Samsepashariraha (1. 417—20) ;—(c) in Shri-bhasya 
(1. 1. 4). 

(2) The Grahaikatuanyaya Jaimini Si. 3.1. 13—15) is used—(a) in 
Nyayamanjart (PB. 287) ;—in Vedintashikhamani (P. 120) ;—(c) by Kayyata 
on Mahabhaisya (1.1.69); and (d) by Nadgesha on Kayyata (1.1. 14). 

(3) Ratrisattranyaya (Jaimint Si. 4.13. 17—19) has been used— 
(a) in Vedintakalpataru and Parimala on Si. 3. 3.38, and on 1. 2. 24 ;— 
(b) in Panchapaddikavivarana (pp. 122 and 134); and (c) in Lattva-mukhia- 
kalapa (5. 81). 

(4) Vishvajinnyaya (Shabara p. 496.) is used—(a) in Bhamati (1. 1. 4); 
(6) in Vedaintakalpataru (P. 430) ;—(c) in Panchapadikavivarana (pp. 134, 
137. 164); and (d) in Nyayamanjart (P. 524). 

Shankaracharya has quoted and utilised the Mimdmsd-Sutra and 
Nydyas, very profusely. The following are a few Examples. The page- 
references are to the Shdriraka-Bhasya with Ratnaprabhd-Bhdmati and 
Anandagiri. published by the Nirnayasagara Press, 1909, 

P. 675—Sutra 3. 3. 1—Agnithotranydya applied. 
P. 717—Si. 3. 3. 25—‘Shrutilinga-vahya, ete.’ (3. 3. 13) quoted 
and applied. 
P. 724—Su. 3.3. 26—Mimamsa-Sutra quoted—‘Api tu vakya- 
shesah syat ,etc,’ 
730—Si. 3. 3. 31—‘Prakaranddya-niyamakatuam. 
737—Mimamsda-Sutra 3. 3. 8 quoted, 
740—‘Abhyasat karmabhedah,’ 
749—under Sil. 3.3.4. 
750—under Si. 3. 3. 42. 
760—under St. 3.3.49, where the Vedanta-Sutra itself 
asserts ‘Shrutyadibaliyastudchchana badhah’. 
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762—Under Sit. 3. 3. 50. 

764——under Si. 3. 3. 53—Shabara-Bhasya referred to. 
793—under Sit. 3. 4. 20. 

797—under Si. 3. 4. 21. 

803-804—under Sii. 3. 4. 27. 

813—under Si. 3. 4. 42. 

P. 899—under Si. 4. 4. 12. 


The following instances of the influence of Purvamimamsé upon several 
branches of Literature have been called from Colonel Jacob’s Handful 


Sats. fe td. Poe 


of Popular Maxims :— 

(1) When there is a crowd of people, and some of them are umbrellas’. 
It is the maxim which has been set forth in Tantravartika (1. 4. 18); and 
this has been utilised by Shafikara in his Bhasya on the Vedanta-Stira 
where he says ‘Though the text ‘Rtampibantaw’ speaks of drinking by both 
Jwwitma and Paramatamd, yet to the Paramatama, it applies only on the 
analogy of the Men with Umbrellas, whereunder even though the man is 
not carrying the umbrella, yet he is spoken of as such on account of his 
being accompanied by men with umbrellas. 


(2) When rice is being cooked, the cook becomes assured of all of it 
having been properly cooked, when he persses a single grain and finds it 
sufficiently softened. On the analogy of this, the condition of the whole 
class is inferred from that of a part. This is found in Mimamsa-Sutra-Bhasya 
under 7.4.12. It is called the Sthalipulakanyaya. 


(8) As a Post is driven into the ground by repeated efforts, so a propo- 
sition is strengthened by the bringing forward of a succession of facts and 
arguments. This forms, the basis of the maxim styled So iTaTTa, 
which finds place in Shaftkar’s Shariraka-bhasya, under Siitra 2.1.34 and © 
3, 3. 53.—This maxim has its origin in Shabara-Badsya, on Si. 7. 2. 1, 


Shaftkara in his Sharivaka-bhasya on 1. 3,25 says—‘‘The Shastra, 
though proprounded without distinction, is in reality, meant for human 
beings only, and for those of the three higher castes only, because these 


alone are capable of complying with the precepts of the Shastra, ete. ete. 
This point has been explained in the definition of Adhikara—that is, in the 
Parva-mimamsa-Sittra 6. 1. 1—3. This is called the Adhikaranyaya. 


(5) The Vivaranapramayasangraha (P. 247)—speaks of ‘abundance 
of fruit produced by abundance of labour inyolved in the effort towards 
42 
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the performance of a large number of Subsidiary details’. This is a para- 


phrase of what the Shabara-Bhasya has declared under Si. 10. 6. 62 and 
11. 1.5. 

(6) Under Si. 12. 2. 34, Shabara says—“‘It is incumbent upon the 
Pupil to eat out ot the plate made of bell-metal ; it is not so incumbent for 
the Teacher ; yet whenever it so happens that the Pupil has to eat out of 
the same plate as the Teacher, the latter eats out of the plate of bell-metal ; 
so as not to disturb the vow of the Pupil”. This has been called the ‘Kamsya- 
bhoji-Nydy@” which has been used in Bhamati (P. 478), Vedantakalpataru 
(Pages 314, 425, 502, 517), and also in Parimala (P. 462, 572, 666). 


(7) Under 1. 1. 2, Page 6, of the Tantravartika Kumarila says —“Tiven 
if it be necessary to ascend the mountain-peak in order to see an object, 
that object, cannot be regarded as invisible’’.—This has been quoted and 
used in the Nydyamaiijart (P. 422). 

(8) Shabara on Si. 2.4.20 and Kumarila in Tantaravartika P. 16, 
have declared that—‘‘When a Vedic text condemns the condemnable thing, 
it is not for the purpose of condemning, but for the purpose of commending 
what is commendable”. This has been quoted by Anandagiri in his comment 
on the Brhaddranyakabhasya 2.5.16; and has been utilised in the Ayama- 
praménya (P. 51).—Another reference to this maxim is found in Nydyamait- 
jart P. 273. 

(9) Shabara under Si. 11. 1. 60 says—“The lamp, though placed near 
one person among a number of persons dining together, helps all of them. 
This same idea is found expressed in the Mahdbhdsya on 1. 1. 49 ;—also 
by Ndgésha in his Uddyota. 

(10) Under Si. 4. 4, 19, Shabara has laid down the principle that—‘A 
Sacrificial Act is to be regarded as Primary or independent when a special 
result is declared as following from it ; if, therefore, an act is enjoined without 
the specification of any result following from it, it must be regarded as Sub- 
sidiary to some other Primary act,” This occurs in Shankara’s Shariraka 
bhasya on, Si. 2. 1. 14; also used by Vachaspati Mishra in the Tatparyarka 
(P. 178, line 2) ; and by Vidyaranya in Vivaranaprameyasangraha (P. 117, 
line 11 and P. 147, line 9 from bottom). 


(11) Kumarila, in Tantravartika (1. 3. 22) says—Where a certain 
conclusion to the contrary has been set forth in an exceptionally powerful 
manner, if one proceeds immediately to point out the correct view, this 
becomes a difficult task; hence with a view to lighten the task, Jaimini 
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proceeds, at first, to weaken the contrary view by throwing it open to doubt.” 
This principle has been adopted by the Nydyamafijar? (p..419). 


(12) Kumarila in Shlokavartika (p. 520) says that—‘‘men whose eyes 
are smeared with the fat of frogs mistake bamboo-pieces for snakes”. This 
illustration has been used in Tatparyatiké (P. 314), by Vachaspati Mishra ; 
by Sarvarthasiddhi: on Tattvamukta-Kalapa (2. 64); and by Parimala (P. 
43, line 9). 

(18) Kumarila, in Tantravartika on Si. 1. 3. 31 (P. 730) has declared 
that—“a man who has accepted the teaching of Shruti will not allow it to 
be upset by a contrary Smti”; and in support of this he has cited the 
illustration that ‘the Donkey can never get at what has beon already 
carried away by the Horse’, This illustration has been borrowed by 
Nydyamatijart (P. 262). 

(14) Shabara on Si. 2. 8. 2, has declared that as a rule, words should 
be taken in the sense actually expressed by them. This maxim has been 
repeated by Kumavrila in Tantravartika on 3. 5. 19. It occurs also in Bha- 
matt (on 4. 1. 14,and 4. 8. 4); and also in Nagesha’s Uddyota, Vol I, p. 574. 


(15) Kumarila in Tantravartika (p. 132) says—“Just as in the case of 
Salt-mines, and that of Méru, the Golden Mount, what is produced therein 
becomes Salt and Gold, respectively, so also in the case of the inner satis- 
faction of one who knows the Veda, Vedic authority becomes imparted to 
whatever is affected by it. This has been adopted by Vachaspati Mishra 
in his commentary on Yogabhdsya (4. 14) ;—also by Venkatanatha in Lat- 


tvamuktakalapa (5. 28). 

(16) ‘What is done at the wrong time is as good as not done’. This 
occurs in Shabara-Bhasya on Si. 6. 2. 25, with reference to the times pre- 
scribed for the Agnihotra and Darsha-Pirpamasa Sacrifices. 1t occurs in 
the Nydyakandalt (P. 284). 

(17) Mima. Sitra 6. 2. 23—26, discusses the Injunction that ‘one should 
perform the Agnihotra throughout life’, which is taken by the Purvapak- 
sin to mean that every moment of one’s life should be taken up by the 
Performance of Agnihotra. The Established Conclusion is that the Agnihotra 
is to be performed only in the morning and the evening, as expressly laid 
down in another Vedic Injunction. This discussion has been used by Sha- 
nkara in the Shartraka-bhdsya (3. 4. 2). 

(18) Shabara (on 12. 2. 27) lays down the principle that—‘what is 
intimately connected has greater force than what is remotely connected”. 
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This principle has been utilised by Ananda-giri on Shariraka-bhasya (2. 
1. 4), in Vivaranapraméyasangraha (p.15); also by Anandagiri on Sureshvara’s 
Sambandhavartika (Verse 367). This same principle is embodied also in 
one of the Grammatical Paribhasas afaé aang | 

(19) ‘A thing, though made for one purpose, may also serve another,’ 
This maxim is found in Shabara on Si. 3. 1. 12. and also in Tantravartika 
on the same Siitra. It has been used in Pafichapadika (P. 45); and also 
in Vivaranapremayasangraha (P. 118, line 9). The Mahdbhasya (on 1. 1, 
23) adds another illustration : Where canals are made for irrigationg paddy- 
fields, they also provide water for bathing and drinking. 

(20) ‘Apachchhédanyaya’ :—Under Mi. Si. 6. 5. 40—56, we have dis- 
cussed the rule whereby, when the Priests are proceeding from the Havir- 
dhana in a line in a certain order, holding each other’s garments, if the line 
is disturbed by any one, an Expiation has to be performed. This maxim 
has been employed by writers on Vedanta, in Védantakalhataruparimala 
(P. 10. line 8). It has also been called the Paurvaparya-nydya, in accordance 
with the wording of the Mima. Si. 6. 3. 54. This Sitra is quoted in Bh@- 
matt (P. 5); and by the same author in his T'atparyaltka (p. 69). The Apa- 
chchhédanydya occurs in Sarvarthasiddhi (pages 210, 359 and 374); also 
in Shri-bhasya (P. 148). 

(21) ‘The Scripture has its use in regard to things not known by other 
means of knowledge.’ This maxim has been adumbrated in Mi. Si. 6. 2. 18, 
It has been used in Shariraka-Bhasya (3. 3. 18); also in Shri-Bhasya (P. 
554) ; in Nydyakandalt (p. 5) ; in Chitsukhi (1.7) ; in Sarva-darshanasangraha 
(P. 69) ; in Sarvarthasiddhi (P. 893 and 263); and in Tattvadipana (P. 544), 


(22) ‘Gourds sink in water—and Stones float?.—Often quoted as an 
instance of absurd assertion. It is found in Shabara-Bhasya (1. 1. 5 and 
4. 3. 10); and is used also in Sanksépashariraka (2. 2). 

(23) The maxim of the red-one-year-old-cow’, mentioned in Mima. 
Sa. 3. 1. 12. It is based upon the Vedic text—‘One buys Soma with the 
red-one-year-old’, which does not mention the object to which these qua- 
lifications belong ; and it is argued that according to this text, these qua- 
lifications are auxiliary to the act of buying ; but only through the object, 
the Cow, to which they belong, This maxim has been used in Shri-Bhasya 
(1. 1. 13). 

(24) “The conventional denotation of a word is more acceptable than 
its etymological signification’. This is used by Kumarila on Tantravartiha 
(PB. 150, line 12) ;—also in Nydyamafigari (P. 534 line 15). 
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(25) ‘How could a sane person riding a horse forget the horse?’ This 
has been said in Tantravartika (1. 8. 18) in connection with authoritative 
writers on Grammar making use of ungrammatical expressions. This has 
been used by Mallinatha in his comment on Tarkikarakga (P. 20), UW is 
found in Nagarjunia’s Madhyamikavytti (P. 502). 

(26) ‘When Verbs express their meanings, Potency is a contributary 
cause’. This has its origin in what Shabara has said under Mi. Sa. 1. 4. 30. 
It has been employed in the sense that when the Vedic text enjoms a certain 
act, the capacity of a person is an important factor. It has been used in 
Suréshvara’s Sambandhavartika (75). See also Tantravartika under 2, 2. 27; 
Page 558, Line 9. 

(27) ‘Kapifijalanyaya’—-‘The maxim of the Partridges’. In Vajasaneyi- 
Samhita (24. 20), there is a text laying down the sacrificing of “partridges’ ; 
and under Mima. Si. 11. 1. 38—45, we have the discussion as to the exact 
number of birds to be sacrificed ; the conclusion is that three should be Sacri- 
ficed ; as that is the lowest figure representing that plurality expressed by the 
word of the text—‘Kapifjalan’. This has been used in Nydyakanndalt 
(P. 50) ; also in Parimala (P. 550, line 8) ; in Shikha@mant (P. 303) ; by Kulluka 
in Manw. p. 105. 

(28) ‘The Cleansing of the Blanket’. The practice of dusting the bla- 
nket by beating it against one’s feet and thus dusting the feet also, has been 
used by Shabara (on Si. 2. 2. 25), to illustarate the double purpose served 
by the Curd ;—it accomplishes the particular offering and also brings about 
the desired result. This forms the basis of the well-lmown saying of 4illing 
two birds with one stone’,—This has been used also in connection with the 
offering of water to the Pitys at Gaya, on the roots of mango-trees, in .co- 
nnection with which offering we have the verse—varf arewaaet sfeet 
arsed fara: frreet Ta: | 

(29) ‘The maxim of the Kalaitja’. The Vedic text says—‘Kalafyam 
na bhaksayét’. The question is raised in Mima. Si. 6. 2. 19—whether this 
contains a positive injunction—meaning that ‘one should take the vow 
of not eating the Kalafija’—or a negative injunction—meaning that ‘one 
should not eat the Kalafja’ ; and the conclusion is in favour of the latter— 
that the text serves the purpose of the prohibition of an act. It has been 

quoted by Anandagiri on Shariraka-Bhagya (3. 4. 2 and 4, 1. 13); also in 
Sanksepashariraka 1, 417; and in Shri-Bhsdya (1. 1. 4). 

(30) ‘Kandanusamayanyaya —Set forth in Mi. Si. 5. 2. 3—“When a 

number of operations are performed over @ number of objects,—all the opera- 
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tions over one object should be completed before they are taken up over 
the second object,—and so on.’ This is used in Ashvalayana’s Grhyasutra 
(1.24. 7), where, during the process of the receiving of the Priests, the various 
acts prescribed are laid down as to be completed with one Priest, before 
the reception of the second Priest. The reverse of this is the ‘Paddarthanu- 
kramanyaya’. (See below). 

(31) The maxim of the Base Coin—is used in Tantravartika 1. 3. 3 
(P. 95); when arguing that where the Smyti is found to be in conflict with 
Shruti, it should be rejected ;—just as the counter-feit coin is to be rejected 
a8 soon as it is found to be counterfeit, It has been used in Nydyamaiijart 
(P. 162 and 169, 187 and 531). 


(32) The maxim of the Garhapatya Fire, is presented in Mi. Si. 3. 2. 3-4, 
where it is concluded that where there is conflict between Direct Injunction 
and Implied Injunction, the former is to be accepted. This maxim 
has been used in Bhamati under Si. 3. 3 25, and also in other 
Védanta works. 

(33) The maxim of the Milking Vessel— represented in Mi. Si. 4. 1, 25 
—as dealing with cases where a particular rule sets aside the general Law ; 
Water is fetched in ordinary jars, but at the Sacrifice performed for the 
purpose of acquiring cattle, it should be fetched in the milking vessel. It 
is found in Tantravartika (3.6.43) ; in Nydyamafgart (P. 166) ; in Shariraka- 
Bhasya (3. 3. 42); in Sureshvaravartika on Brhadéranyaka 3. 3. 51. 

(34) Barhirnyaya—The maxim of the Kusha (grass ;—The sense of this 
is that in a case where a word may be taken either in the primary or in the 
secondary sense, it should be taken in the primary sense. This is the conc- 
lusion arrived in Mi. Si. 3. 2. 1-2. It is found in Mahabhdsya 1. 1. 15, and 
6. 3. 46 ; also in Shartrakabhasya 4. 3. 12; and in Kalpataru P. 346, line 3. 


(35) Grahatkatvanyaya—The Maxim of the Single Cup. This is illust- 
rated in Mi. Si. 3. 1. 13—15, where it is argued that when the text lays 
down the washing of the Cup, wé aratite, though the word ‘Cup’ is in the 
singular, yet the washing should be done to all the cups. Kumdarila has 
explained this under Si. 3.1.14. It has been used in Nydyamaiyjar?, p. 287, 
line 4 ; in Véedantashikhamayi, p. 120 ; by Nagesha in his comment on Kayyata 
on 1. 1, 14. 

(36) Jatésti-nyaya—treated by Jaimini under Mi. Si. 4.3.38-39 ; where, 
in regard to the Sacrifice on the birth of a son, the question is raised whether 
the reward thereof accrues to the Father or the Son, and the conclusion 


ey 
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arrived at is that it accrues to the Son. It is wsed in th Commentory on ~ 
Laksandvali. 

(37) Latprakhyanyaya—Embodied in Mi. Si. 1.4.4., which explains 
one of the four means for ascertaining that a certain text mentions the Proper 
Name of a Sacrifice; e.g., the word ‘Agnihotra’ as occurring in the text 
‘Agnihotrena juhoti’. It is employed in Vedantakalpataru-parimala, p. 150, 
line 7; and in Nagesha’s Uddyota (Vol, 3, p. 623; under Si. 2.3.3.). 


(38) Ladaditadantanya—Embodied in Mi. Si. 5.1. 23-24. This has 
been adopted in Vedantakalpataruparimala p. 581, line 9). 

(38) The maxim that—‘a certain thing is sure to appear when a certain 
other thing appears’ ;—this has been employed by Kumarila in Tantra- 
vartika (p. 348) in establishing the invariable concomitance between the 
Affix and the Bhavana. 

(40) ‘Ladvyapadeshanyaya’—is represented by Mi. Si. 1. 4. 5, which 
sets forth another means of ascertaining that a certain word is the Proper 
Name of a Sacrifice. 

(41) ‘Acts which impel others to action are not always of the same 
kind’, This is exemplified by Kumarila in Shlokavartika (p. 710). “In 
battle, the soldier acts through moving his sword, the commander acts 
giving orders, and the King acts by his mere presence’. This has been used 
by Shankaracharya in his Bhasya on the Mundakopanisad. 

(42) The maxim of the Dancer. The Dancer, dancing before a number 
of persons, gives pleasure to all at the same time. See Nydyavartika 1.10, 
and also T'atparyattka. 

(43) ‘One does not undergo the expense of performing a Sacrifice, for the 
purpose of recovering a Shell’. This occurs in Shabara, under 4.3.39. 


(44) Maxim of ‘the Cow’s Milk contained in a vessel made of Dog-skin’ ; 
based on Kumarila’s Vartika on Mi. Si. 1.3.7; to show that even a pure 
thing becomes impure by association or contact with impure things : hence 
the teaching of sound morality contained in the Scriptures of heterodox 
people cannot be as reliable as those contained in the Veda. This has been 
employed in Agamapramanga by Yamundcharya (on page 11, line 8). 
cf. Visnu-Smrti 29.9; and Manu-Smrti 2.114. 


(45) ‘Man is not so prompted by even a hundred Injunctions as he 
is by Greed’. This is found in Tantravartika under. Mi. Si. 3.4.34. This 
is used in Nydyamaijari (p. 361) ;—also in Nyayakanitka (p. 407); and in 
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Sambandhavartika (Verses 1040 and 1041); and tin Anubhitiprakasha 
(18. 277). Cf. Mahabhasya 1.3.72. 

(46) “If a Potency is not present in a thing by itself, it cannot be pro- 
duced in it by something else’. This occurs in Kumarila’s Shlokavrtika 
(2. 47) ; it is used in Shariratha-Bhasya 2.1.24 ; —in Nydyakanika (P. 168) ; 
—and in Nydyamafijari (P. 165). 

(47) There can be no cognition of the Qualified unless there is cognition. 
of the Qualification’.—Shabara on Mi Si. (1.3.33). It is used in Kusundijali 
(3. 21); in Saptapadarthi (p. 2, line 6); in Tankikaraksa (pp. 47 and 107) ; 
Nydyasutravrtti (2. 126) ; and in Nyayamatjari (pp. 820, 433, 449, 538, 5438), 


(48) “Maxim of the Nisddasthapati’. Mi. Si. 6. 1. 51-52 deals with 
the text ‘Nisadasthapatim ydjaye’ ; where a question is raised as to the 


exact signification of the term ‘Nisadasthapati’ :—Does it mean the ‘Sthapati, 


king of the Nisadas’ (the Nisada being a sub-caste not entitled to perform 
Sacrifices)—or ‘the king who is a Nisada’? The latter interpretation makes 
the Nisada king entitled to perform Sacrifices. The conclusion is in favour 
of the latter interpretation, which makes the Nisdda king entitled to per- 
form the one particular Sacrifice. This explanation implies the Grammatical 
Convention that as a general rule the Karmadharaya compound is to be 
given preference to the Tatpurusa. This has been employed by Vachaspati 
Mishra in the Bhamati on St. 1.3.15 ; in justifying his explanation of the 
compound ‘Brahmaloka’ ; so also by Ramanuja in the Shri-bhasya on the 
same Sara. It is found in the Védantakalpatary and also in the Parimala, 
on the same Satra; it is quoted by Anandagiri on Sharirakabhasya on 
8. 3. 24; and by Nagesha on Kayyata (1.3). 

(49) ‘Padarthanusamayanyaya’. The obverse of the ‘Kandanusa- 
mayanyaya’ (above, No. 30); represented by Mi Si. 5.2. 1-2; according 
to this the whole set of operations are to be performed on one object, before 
the other object is taken in. See Karkabhasya on Katyaiyana-Shrauta 
Sutra 1.114. 

(50) ‘In regard to the external world, the Mind is dependent upon 
other’s (Vidhiviveka, p. 114) ; found in Sarvadarshanasangraha (Chapter I) ; 
in Chitsukht (1. 12); in Vidydsagart on Khundanakhandakhadya (p. 307). 


(51) ‘Parnamayi-nydya’—indicates the invariable presence of some- 
thing ; the Juh& made of Parna (Leaves, or the wood of Palasha tree) being 
used at all Sacrifices; as dealt with by Shabara under Mi. Si. 3.6. 1-8. 
Used in Bhdmati on 3.3.61; and Parimala, pp. 624 and 626, 


i) 
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(52) Pathakramanydya ;—the Maxim of Textual Sequence. In the 
Fifth Discourse of Mima, Si. Pada 1,—Wwe find Six kinds of Sequence set 
forth—(1) Directly enjoined Sequence, (2) Logical Sequence, (3) Textual 
Sequence, (4) Practical Sequence, (5) Sequence of Place, and (6) Sequence 
of Primary. When acts are performed in accordance with the order in which 
they are mentioned in the Vedic text, e.g., (1) ‘Samidho yajati—(2) Tantina- 
patam yajati, etc’. we have the Patha-krama, Textual Sequence. Four of 
the above Six kinds of Sequence are mentioned in Bha@matt on 1.1.1; which 
have been enlarged upon in Kalpataru, pp. 32—84; again in Bhamati on 
4.3.6, where the Sequence of the Sivas adopted in this explanation is the 
Logical one, in preference to the Zeatual one. The Pathakrama is men- 
tioned by Anandagiri on Si. 2.3.15. 


(53) ‘The Base and the Suffix conjointly signify principally what the 
Affix denotes’, A declaration by Shabara on Sa. 3.4.18, and also 10.8.24 ; 
and also in Tantravartika on 3.1.12 and 2.1.1. It is found in Mahabhasya 
also on Si. 3.1.67. It has been employed in Nyayamanjari (P. 403). 

(54) ‘Pratinidhinyaya—The law of Substitutes’; dealt with in Mi. 
Sa. 6.3. 13—17 ; where the question is discussed as to what can be adopted 
as a Substitute for what, at a Sacrificial performance ; as the rule is that 
‘whenever the prescribed material is not available, a suitable substitute 
should be used’. Ramanuja in the Shri-bha@sya mentions this Law on p-508, 
under Sii. 3.3.40; where the Skdriraka-bhasya mentions it. It is referred 
to as a maxim of the ‘Nydyavidah’, in Mahabhasya on 1.1. 5-6. 


(55) ‘The Subsidiary Act has to be repeated with each Primary 
Act’. Dealt with in Mi. Sa. 3.1.7. 

(56) ‘Perception is more reliable than Inference’. This occurs in 
Shabara on 3.1.12. This is reforred to in Nyayamafjari (p. 461 and 609) ; 
in Nydyakapiha, p. 268; and Tatparyatika, (p. 27) ;—cited by Shankara 
Mishra in his Comment on Vaishesika-Sttra 3.2.10. 

(57) ‘Even numerous unseen Inferences may have to be assumed, if 
justified by reason’. This occurs in Tantravartika on 2.1.5, Trs. p. 514. 
It is found also in Sureshvara’s Brhadaranyakavartika, p. 1124 and 1797; 
also in Ohitsukht (1. 28); and in Khandana (p. 74). 


(58) ‘Even a foolish man does not act without a purpose’. This occurs 
in Shlokavartika (p. 653) ; it is referred to in Nydyamanyar?, p. 191 ;—also 
in Nyayakanikd, p. 339. It is quoted in full by Anandagiri on Shartraka- 


Bhasya 2. 2. 1. 
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(59) ‘Bhittam bhavydyopadishyate’, ‘An accomplihed thing is prescribed 
for the bringing about of what has to be accomplished’. For instance, the 
accomplished Sacrificial Act has been prescribed for the bringing about of 
the Apirva, which is to be accomplished. Found in Tantravartika on Mi. 
Si. 2. 1. 5; in Sanksgepa-shariraka 1.143, where the Commentator quotes 
this as ‘the opinion of Jaimini and Shabarasvamin’ :—in the same work 
again on 1.3.12; and in the Zattvadipana, p. 377. 


(60) Lhe maxim of the man making drawings of the chariot on the ground : 
—this is found in Shabara in Mi. Sit. 7.2.15, and again on Si. 9.2.13 ; where 
it is explained that the man who makes drawings of the chariot on the ground 
does so for the purpose of instructing his pupils as to making the chariot 
go faster in battle ;—so the Teacher recites the Vedic Text for teaching the 
pupil, and the Pupil repeats it for getting it up. 

(61) “Maxim of the lost opportunity’—referred to in Tantravartika 
3.5.46, page 1060, as indicating Lost Opportunity. What is done after the 
opportunity for it has lapsed becomes defective’. 

(62) Under Mi. Si. 1. 3. 8-9, Jatmini and Shabara have declared that 
words that are in use among Aryas, have to be taken in the sense in which 
they are used by them; but those that are used only among Mlechchhas, 
have to be understood in the sense attributed to them by the latter people, 
This is quoted by Shankara in his Sharirakabhasya on 3. 4. 42. It is used 
also in Bhamati on 13..52; and in Kalpataru, pp. 461-462 ; Tatparyatika, 
p. 292 ;—Kusumafgali, Vol. IL pages 130 and 154 ;—and Nyayamaiijari, 
p. 288. 
(63) ‘When the same fault attaches to both sides of an argument, 
it cannot be urged against one only’. Shabara on Mi. Si. 8.3.14 ;—Nyaya- 
hanika, p. 225; Aniruddhavrtti on Sankhyastitra 1.6. See Tantravartika, 
p- 947; Nyayamaiijarz, p. 95 ; Tarkabhasa, p. 88. The author of the Khan- 
dana (p. 53.) attributes the maxim to Kumarila. 

(64) ‘When a man has no Son, toys are not made for his son’; this 
is said by Shabara in his illustration of Jaimini’s Si. 10.3.5; wherein 


it is declared that ‘there could be no injunction of accessories for an. act 


which has no accessories at all.’ It has been used to illustrate futile actiy- 


ities. 

(65) The maxim of the Rathakara. A Vedic Text lays down that 
Fire-installation is to be done during the Rains, by the ‘Rathakara’ ;—Who 
is this Rathakara? It he the man who has adopted chariot-making as a 


Chapter XXXIII : Influence of Mimamsa_ . 839 


profession ? Or is he a man belonging to one of the mixed sub-castes ? 
This question has been discussed in Mi. Si. 6.1. 44—50, where the latter 
view has been accepted. This maxim has been used by Nagesha in his comm- 
entary on Paribhdsa 98, which declares that the conventional meaning 
of a word (the sub-caste, Rathakara, e.g.) is more acceptable than the one 
indicated by the Etymology of the word (the chariot-maker, e.g.). It has 
also been used in Nyayamanjari, p. 140. 

(66) Ratrisatranyaya. This is presented in Mi. Si. 4. 3. 17—19; 
and deals with the Vedic text laying down the Ratrisatra-Sacrifice. There 
is no result mentioned in the text as to follow from this Sacrifice; and the 
conclusion is that in all such cases, ther esult is found in the corresponding 
Declamatory Texts, Arthavadas. This has been utilised in the Shariraka- 
bhasya, on Sit. 3.3.38; as is clear from Anandagiri, Kalpataru and Parimala : 
the last work quoting it again under Vedanta Si. 1.2.24. It is found also 
in Pafichapadikavivarana, p. 122, and 134 ;—also in Tattvamuktakalapa, 
V. 81. 

(67) ‘Varchonyaya’. The Topic of Glory’. Mi. Si. 3.8.25—27 discu- 
sses the point whether the using of the Mantra ‘Mamagne varcho, ete.’, 
brings glory to the Priest who recites it, or to the Master of the Sacrifice ; 
and the latter view is accepted as the correct one. This embodies the prin- 
ciple that the Promoter of an act is the person responsible for it ; which, 
in its variants, has been used in several places. 

(68) ‘The Law of the Vishvajit Sacrifice’. The Vishvajit-Sacrifice 
has been prescribed in a Vedic text which does not mention any result 
obtainable from it; nor is it possible to deduce any result from the Arthavida 
texts; the conclusion is that in all such cases, the attainment of Heaven 
should be taken as the Reward; as this is something that is desirable by 
allmen. This has been dealt with in Mi. Sa. 4.3. 10—16 ; (and also in Sa. 
6.7. 1—20; in a different context); used in Pafichapadikavivarana, p.134, 
137 and 164; and in Nydyamaijari, p. 524. 

(69) ‘Che Reward promised in the Scripture is for the Performer’. These 
are words of Mi. Si. 3.7.18. Quoted in Vedantatattvaviveka ;—in Tatpar- 
yatiha, p. 296 and 403, and in Bhamati, p. 28 and 492;—in Shribhasya under 
2.3.33 and 3.4.45. 

(70) ‘The meaning of an ambiguous Sentence is to be ascertained 
from what follows in the context’. This is Mi. Sa. 1.4.29. It has been 
employed in Shartrakabhasya 1.3.14; and also by Anandagiri on 3.3.52 ; 
and in Bhdmatit under Si. 3.3.34. 
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(71) ‘So long as a sentence can be taken as one Syntactical Unit, it 
is not right to split it up’. These are Kumdarila’s words. in Shlokavartika 
(p. 185), in refrence to Si. 1.1.4. It has been quoted in Bhamatt, under 
1.1.28; 1.3.13; 1.4.3; 1.4.16; 3.3.57; and 3.4.20;—by Anandagiri on 
Shartrakabhasya 1.2.15; and Shankara himself says a good deal on this 
matter under 1.4.3. 


(72) ‘A qualification is admissible only where one is possible, and where 
in its absence, there is an incongruity’. These are the words of Kumdarila 
(Lantravartika on. 1.3.18 or 24). This law has been quoted in the comme- 
ntary on Sanksépashariraka 1.347; —in the Vidyasagart on Khandana 
p- 401 and 592. It is found also in the Brhadaranyakopanisad-bhasya (6.2.). 

(73) ‘All is right for the powerful’—quoted by Kwmdarila (in T'antra- 
vartika, p. 134), in answer to the argument against the reliability of the 
Practices of Good Men. It is found in the Shrimadbhagavata (10. 33. 80-31) ; 
and in the Tatparyatika (opening part). The same statement is represented 
in two Dharmasitras of Apastamba. 


(74) ‘The Act prescribed in the various Vedic Texts is one and the 
same’. That is, for instance, the Agnthotra enjoined in a text of the Madhy- 
andina Shakha is the same as the Agnithotra enjoined in a text of the Kanva- 
shakhd.This has been dealt with in Mi. Si. 2.4. 8—42. It is frequently 
quoted in philosophical works ;—in Panchapadikdvivarana, p. 167 ;—in 
Nydyamatjart, p. 256 ;—in Vivaranaprameyasangraha, p. 169; and in 
Shri-bhdsya, 3.3.53. 

(75) ‘If a man with eyes is led by some one else, it means that he does 
not see with his own eyes’ These are the words of Shabara on Mi. Sit. 1.2.31. 
This illustration is quoted in Nydyamafyari, p. 286. 

(76) ‘An Injunction in general terms is always indefinite’. These 
are the words of Kumarila in Tantravatika (3.4.47 ; p. 1020). Tt has been 
cited in Parimala (p. 253). This lack of definiteness in general statements 
is alluded to also by Shabara on Mim. Si. 10.8.16. 


—: END :— 
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Adrsta—aiding Niyoga, 360. 
Algneya Sacrifice, 250, 267, 297. 


Agnidhra pries, 318, 321, 322, 

Agnihotra, 278, 284, 292-93 3——primary 
292 ;—can be performed by three 
higher castes only, 277, 305, 318, 
340. 


Agnisomiya, 267. 

Agni somiya Offering, 303,—sacrifice, 
250, _ 265—67 ;—animal sacrifice, 
310—312. 

Agnistoma sacrifice, 185, 292 310 ;— 
samstha of Somayajiia, 320. 

Agni Purina, 325. 

Agneya sacrifice, 303. 

Agnit, 256. 

Agnyadbana, 302, 309; 319. 


Agrahayani which constitutes the fire 
Mabdayajftas, 319. 

Agrayanesti, 318. 

Abavaniya—not for Shidra, 276. 

Abina, 319, 

Alindragna sacrifice, 289, 

Aitishdyana sage, 272. 

Aitilya—a means of cognition. 146. 

Aloka—com. on the Chintamani by 
Paksadhara Mishra, 20. 

Altar, 327 ;—erecting of the—309, 

Amba, 304. 

Anubandhya animal, 265, 

Anubhuti—Apprehension, 69. 

Anvitabhidhana-Vadin, 247. 

Apastamba—tegarding acts prohibited 
in certain parts of the country, 207 

Abpraptabadha, 301. 

Aptoryama, 319-20. 

Abpiirva, 39, 1161, 175, 226-232, 240, 
242, 244-75, 246-248, 290, 294, 

Arambhaniya Tsti. 311. 

Archetype—all the details of— should 
not be adopted at the Ectype, 300. 

Arjuna, 205-206. 

Arthavada—declamatory texts177—182 
—classification of 178. 

Arthavada—Prabhakara’s view, 177-1 79 
3—Authority of, .179 ;—Murari 
—Trustworthy and useful character 
of, 179-180, 339. } 

Ashvamedha, 313. 


shvayuji—constitutes the Fire 
Mahayajiia, : f 
Astakaés—which constitute the Fire 


Mahayajiias, 319 ;—the performance 
of, 188,—as the Divinity of Night, 
189, 

Ajfidesha—Transference of Details— 


288. 
Afiratra, 265, 305, 312, 319 ;—Stoma, 
265. 


Atom—activity of—and God, 40-41— 
vibration in—121. 

Attainment of Heaven, 262. 

Atyagnistoma, 319. 

Auxiliary Sciences, 194. 

Avabhrtha Bath, 292 ;—Isti, 317-318. 

Avakirni Sacrifice, 288, 

Avapa—decentralisation, 307—309, 


fal 


Abhiva (Non-apprehension)— 
Shabara’s view, 143 ;—Prabhakara’s 
view, 143-44 Kumarila’s view, 
144-45, 

Acquiring of wealth and property 
for different castes, 260. 

Acts—Primary—constituting Dharma, 
225-26 ;—Subsidiary—constituting 
Dharma, 225-26,—Kumarila’s view, 
225-26 ;—Prabhakara’s view, 226 

3—Prabhékara’s view criticised, 226: 
—Primary and subsidiary, 234 ;— 
Classification of—, 235—Kratvartha, 
237 Purusartha, 237. 

Aadr stasvalak sana, 92. 

Agama—the third use ascribed to 
Grammar, 220. 

Aggregate and Prabhakara 56-57. 

Abichchhatra—Brahmana ladies of 
—addicted to wine, 200. 

Ajita, by Paritosha Mishra a commen- 
tary on Tantravartika, 19, 
All-pervading substances, according 
to Prabhakara,—Time, Space—, 

82-83. 

Amiksa, 261. 

Analogy—not the means of knowing 
Dharma, 155-156. 
Anvitabhidhana—Theory 

expression, 156, 178. 

Apurva—Difference among—, 226 ;— 
Prabhakara’s view, 227; Kuma- 
rila’s view, 231 3—Nyavamala- 
vistara’s sarmmary, 231 ;—four kinds 
of—, 231-32; To what word is 
. the—related—, 232 ;—Transcen- 
dental result, 234, 

Se col 228. | a Tae. 
rthapatti: (Presumption)—Arthapatti 
—Shabara’s view, 139 ;—Prabha- 
kara’s view, 139-40 ;—Kumarila’s 
view 140-41. 

Arthavada, 44, 190—93. : 

Asandeha—the fifth use ascribed to 
Grammar, 221. 

Astaka—225 

Atom, 82;—and Mimamsakas, 68. 

Avirwika Nyaa, 219. | 

Acts of permanent obligation, | 7. 

Adhikarana-Kaumudi, by Devanatha 
Thakura, 8. ’ 

Adoption of an only son—illegal—9. 

Aim—final, 5.. 

Amara—the son of Shabata, 12. 

Apirva, 47;—and Dharma, 4. 


of verbal 


Index 


Atmavada in Shlokavartika, 7. 

Atman—Eternal, Imperishable, 
different from the body, sense- 
organs and Bzddhi according to 
Kumarila, 6 ;—Omnipresent, 6 ;— 
Jitanashaktisvabhava—6 ;—Pure 
consciousness. 6;—Knowledge of 


—, 6. 

Atheism, 7. 

B 

Badardyana, 271. 

Badha (exclusion), 300—306 ;—kinds 
of—301-302. 

Bath—Final, 148, 265. 

Bharavi’s Kirata quoted by Brhati, 18. 

Bhatta System, 18. 

Bhartrmigtra—as responsible for making 
Mimarsa practical, 22. 

Bhavand,—bringing about, 175-167 ;— 
kinds of, 176 ;—Arthi, 233. 

Bhavandviveka, by Mandana Mishra, 20. 

Bhavarthadhikarana, 233. 

Bhisma, 200 203. 

Bhrgu, 271. 

Body of God, 43. 

Bondage, 44. 

Brahman priest, 321. 

Brahmana—as the source and means 
on the duty of other than the 
three higher castes, 147. 

Brahmana—his means of liveligood, 
150,—study and sacrifice are com- 
pulsory duties of, 157;—to be 
initiated during the spring, 152 ;— 
alone can teach, ' 147, 150 ;— 
alone can be the Acharya, 151 ;— 
should not behave like the Mlech- 
chha, 218 ;—is to be sacrificed to 
Brahmé in connection with the 
Ashvamedha, 313. 

Brahmandachchhamsin, 320-21, 322. 

Brahmasiddhi by Mandana Mishra, 19, 

Brahmatativasamiksa on Mandana’s 
Brahmasiddbi by Vacaspati Mishra 
T1095 

Brahmic glory—securing of 313. 

Brhatttkaé by Kumirila, 18. 

Buddhist—regarding the omniscience 
of Buddha, 44-45 ;— scriptures— 
eternality of, 215 ;—Ninhilism 
(Shinyavada), 49. 

Badaryadhikarana, 228. 

Bhagavadgita, 28, 31. 

Bhaksanuvaka, 248, 


A 
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Body—according to Prabhakara, 35 ;— 
Kumarila’s view, 35—; Vegetable 
—, 35. 

Brahmana text, 173 ;—defined, 173 ;— 
characteristic features of—given by 
the Vrttikdra —, 173 ;—ten kinds 
of—, 173-74 ;—classification under 
five heads, 174 ;—another classi- 
fication under three heads, 174. 

Brahman, 256 ; 259. 

Badarayana’s Brahmasitra—4. 

Bhartrhari—the son of Shabara, 12. 

Bhartrmitra—Earliest commentator on 
Jaimini Sitra, 12. 

Bhattachandrika, by Bhaskara Bhatta, 10. 

Bhatfanayah, 5. 

Bhavadisa, commentator on Jaimini 
Sitra, 12. 

Bhavanatha Mishra, author of Naya- 
viveka, 17. 

Brahman—Knowledge of—, 8. 

Brhati, by Prabhikara, 15 ;— style 
similar to that of Shabara’s Bhasya, 
16; available up to Adhyaya 6 
only, 17. 

Cc 


Cake—Baking of the 303 ;—Meat 
—offering, 310. 
pepacity for performance of sacrifice, 


Case of Shri Balasu Guru Linga 
Svami, 327;—of Shri Balwan 
Ramalaksamina, 327 ;— of Radha- 
mohan, 327 ;—Hardei Bibi, 327; 
cases of conflict, 251, 

Chanaka, 286, 324. 

chhandogya Brabmanas—Study of the 
Sitras of Gautama and Gobhila, 
190, 215. 

Chhandah-Siitra of Pingala, 167. 

Charu offering, 301. 

Chaturhotra Homa, 288. 

Chaturmasya, 318,—sactifice, 325-326. 

Chaitrt which constitutes the Fire 
Mahayajiia, 319. 

Chitradhara Mishra, a great Mima- 
msaka, 12. 

Chitra sacrifice, 266. 

Chodana—means 184 of knowing 
Dharma, 154. 

Cognition of cogntion, 48 ;—and 
its validity,—Prabhakara’s view, 
69-75, Kumarila’s view, 75-78; 
Murari Mishra’s 79 ;—means of, 23, 


Cognition—modification of soul, 
77 ;—other means of ;—Kwmarila’s 
view, 144-45 wrong, 50. 

Compulsory Duties, 259. 

Conflict between Smrti and Usage, 
209-210 ;—cases of— between Veda 
and Smrti, 195 ;—Prabhakara’s 
view, 195, Kumarila’s view, 196 
Murari’ s* view, 197 ;——Shabara’s 
view, 197. 

Constituent or material cause, 82 

Context more authoritative than the 
order of sequence, 253. 

Contigent Acts 284 

Custom as the source of knowledge 
of Dharma, 187;—authority of 
—, Extent and sphere of the—, 


295. 
Cups dedicated to Deities, 304. 
Curd to be offered at a sacrifice, 259. 


D 


Daiva Acts, 288. 

Dak sayana, 319. 

Dak sina—sacrificial fee, 320-21. 

Darkness and Prabhakara, 65. * 

Darshapiirnamasa, 198, 232-33, 236 5 
241, 259, 266, 303, 316, 282, 284, 
287, 389, 307, 311, 357, 314-316 
325. 

Darsha_ sacrifice, 301-302 312. 

Debts to Pitrs, 284-85. 

Declamatory Vedic Texts, 225. 

Declaration, 289 ;—kinds of, 289 ;— 
Direct, 291. 

Deity—Female—Offering to the, 266 
of the sacrifice, 296 ;—feeding of 
the, 294, 296.—not entitled to 
perform sacrifices, 271 ;—Title or 
capacity of —to Brahmajitana, 271 ;— 
to whom the sacrifice is offered is 
a purely hypothetical entity, 3173 
—is subordinate to sacrifice, 316 ; 
—has no physical body, 317. 

Denotative relation according to 
Prabhakara, 114. 

Denotative potency of word— Pra-. 
bhakara’s view, 114. 

Devanatha Thakkura, 312. 

Devatéa—Conception of—at sacrifices, 
294, 

Devatadhikarana. 228. 

Dharma—means of knowing, 154; 
223, 225 ;—and Vedic Injunction, 
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155 ;—Enquiry into the nature of, 
148, 152;—Act  Constituting 
225-26 True character of, 225 ;— 
is the subject-matter of Prva 
Mimamsa, 316 ;— stands for what 
the man should do, 316-17; 
—in common usage, it includes 
such acts as Yaga, Homa, Dana, 
Snana. Dhyana, Japa, 316-17 ;— 
Principal forms of—for Mimarnsa 
are Yaga, Dana and Homa, 317. 

Diksaniya I sti, 303 ;—Recitation, 303. 

Direct apprehendedness and aparoksya 
and pratyaksata of the external 
objects, 53. 

Domestic fire, 319, 

Dream Cognitions, 47, 49, 74. 

Dula, 304. 

Deity—Investigation of the Nature 

. of—, 188 

Dvédashiha sacrifice, 287, 319. 

Dhrtarastra, 199, 204. 

Divinity of Night, 189-90. 

Draupadi, 204-5. 

Drstasvalaksana, 92. 

Dharma and ordinary Pramanas, 4; 
—duty of man, 8;—idea of— 
8;—active aspect of, 16. 

Devanatha Thakura, author of Adhi- 
hRarana-Kaumudi, 8 

Deliverance, final, 6. 

Devaswami—commentator on 
Sankar sana-Kanda, 10-11. 

Dvadashalaksani, 11. 


E 


Easterners, 215. 


Ekdadashadyadhikarana by Murari Mishra 


20. ; 

Ekaha—modification of the Jyotis- 
toma, 319. 

Embellishments, 261, 264. 

Expiatory Rites, 312. , 

Extraction-day, 265 ;—Morning—, 
265. 

Engaging the services of the priests, 
257. 


Entity—everlasting, 7. 
F 
False coin—as the sacrificial fee, 278. 


Fasting, 257. 
Fire-consecration of—, 314. 


Gurugita—on six 


Fire-Installation, 268, 277, 286, 288, 
B18, (3275-6 

Fire-Mahayajfias, 232 ;—constitute the 
Archetype of the group, 319, 


G 


Gadadhara Bhattacharya, 178. 

Garhapatya fire, 248, 334. 

Garlic—Eating of—prohibited in the 
Veda, 283. 

Gautama, 9, 121:—Smrti, 216 ;— 
Sitra, 216 ;—followed by Sdama- 
vedins, 216. 

Gifts—of a mare or a slave girl or 
a cow, 281. 

Goat—the animal of sacrifice, 288, 

Gotra, 271 ;—Rsi, 279. 

Grammar—cannot be regarded as 
a Shastra, 218, Proceeds entirely 
on the basis of usage, 218 ;— 
Science of—cannot derive its 
authority from the Veda, 218 ;— 
is not found to serve any useful 
purpose in matters relating to 
Dharma, 218 ;—-the knowledge of 
— is Dharma, 220,—usefulness 
of—220-21; Science of—222;— 
six elements of—222;—the use 
of, 222;—Elements of, 222. 

Grammatical Smrti, 217 ;—Pra- 
bhakara’s view, 217-18; Bhasya’s 
view, 218-19. 

Gravastut, 256, 321-322. 

Gambling, 253-54. 

God—according to Shabara 38; 
Prabhakara’s view, 38-41 ;— Kuma- 
rila’s view, 41-46;— as world 
creator, denied by Kumarila, 45; 
his place in Yoga, 3;—and 
Samadhi, 3, 

Grhyasitra—localised or 
versal authority of—, 


ni- 


u 
216. 


Govinda, the son of Shésa, 14;— 


Pupil of Madhusiidana — Saras- 
wati—, 14. 


systems, 2. 


H 


Happiness, 258-61, 270;—and Final 


Deliverance, 6. 
Havirdhana, 302, 312, 332. 


Haviryajiias consist of—319-321 


a 


vr 
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Heaven, 60, 269-70; 283, 296, 307, 
315 ;—pleasures of, Hell, 283. 
Hinduism is a religion of sacrifices 

in the highest sense of the term, 316. 

His, 315. 

Holakadhikarana, 215. 

Holakd, 216, 225. 

Homa—Receptacle of the offering, 
not necessarily fire. It may be 
water, 317. 

Horr Priest, 302, 255, 320-21. 
Hetvabhasa—fallacious reason— 
Prabhikara’s view, 91-92 ;— 

Kumarila’s view, 96. 

History of families in the Paranas 
—object of—, 190. 

Hari—Commentator on —_Jaimini 
Siitra, 12, 

Haribhadra Stitri—regarding six 
systems, 2. 

Harichandra—the great Vaidya, the 
son of Shabara, 12. 

Highest good consists of, 6. 

Highest Truth, 10. 


I 


Idealist—Buddhist, 47—49;— View 
of—regarding external object, 53; 
—criticised by Kumirila, 53; 72. 

Idealism—the doctrines of—194, 

Illusory Reality, 52;—Cognition, 62. 

Immaterial Cause, 82-83. 

Indra and Abalya, 199, 202-203 Indra, 
295—97 ;—Master of Heaven, 296. 

Inference—not the means of knowing 
Dharma, 155-56; Shabara’s view, 
89 ;—Prabhakara’s view, 89—95; 
—Kumirila’s view, 95-96 ;—varie- 
ties of, 93;—factors of, 93. 

Inherent Expressive Potency of the 
wortd—Prabhakara’s view, 115. 

Inheritance—widow’s rights of, 324. 

Instigator of the Act, 255. 

Initiation of the sacrificer and his 
wife with the Mekhala and the 
Yoktra, respectively, 280. 

Initiation, 284, 287, 

Intuitional cognition, 88. 

Invocation of Blessings, 315. 

T sti, 268;—consists of, 319 ;— 
Priests ‘engaged in, 319 ;—the 
Prakrti or Archetype of the —is 


the composite of Darshapirnamasa . 


sacrifice, 319 ;—Samsthas of —319 ; 


six Vikrtis or Ectypes of —319-20 ; 
—Archetypes of—320. 
Ign sacrifice, 289; 292. é 
Itihasa and Purana—Kwmarila’s view, 
190-91 ;—common features with 
Smrti, 192. 
Injunctive process, 175. 
Inferential Cognition—the object of—, 
92. } 


J 


Jai identical with Arti, 61;— 
Shabara’s view, 61-62 ;—Prabha- 
kara’s view, 62-65 ; Buddhist view, 
63-64; Prabhakara’s criticism of 
the Buddhist view, 63-64 Kuma- 
rila’s view, 65-68 ;— is illlusory 
62 ;—is real entity not apart from 
Individuals, 62 ;—has its real exis- 
tence apart from Individuals 63 ;— 
different and non-different from 
Individuals, 63. 

Juhu, 261, 282. 

Dyotistoma, 274, 279, 288, 304, 306, 
312, 314;—is the Archetype of 
Somayajtas, 246, 248, 259, 265, 
320 321. \ 

Jayanta Bhatta, author of Nyaya- 
manjart on Saf-tarki, 2. 

Jaimini Siitra—the earliest work, 10. 

Jinadatta Siri, on six systems, 2. 

Jiana—attainment of, 7. 


K 


Kalpasitras and Kalpa—distinction 
between, 211-12 ;—Authorities of 
—, 211-14,—in conflict. with the 
Veda, 213 ; 282. 

Kamesti sactifice, 320. 

Kanada, 121. 

Karka—the commentator, 280 319 

Karma, 44:—and_ Prabhakara, 55. 

Kashika by Sucharita Mishra on 
Shlokavartika, 19, 22. 

Katyayana Shrautasitra, 279, 280. 

Kavindracharhya, 18. 

Kodrava Corn, 324. 

Kratvartha 258—62, 312. 

Krsna-dvaipayana, 199, 203. 

Krsna, 205—207. 

Krttikas, 304. 

Kulayayajita, 282. 
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Kumarila—author of the Maénava 
Kalpasitra, 19 ;—His date 600— 
660 A.D. 

Krsna- Yajurvedins study the Smrtis 
of Apastamba and Baudhiyana, 
190-191 ; 216. 

Ksattriya to be initiated during the 
summer, 152. 

Kumarila’s system, 18. 

Kusha seat for the cake, 252. 


L 


Laghw—the fourth use attributed to 
Grammar, 220. 

Law of substitutes, 337. 

Laws of the Hindus are based on 
scriptural texts, 316. 

Laws of Grammar, 219, 222. 

Law—domain of, 9. 

Liberation—Final—Nature of, 5. 

Liberation or Moksa of Soul, 31-34; 
—according to Prabhakara, 31-32 ; 
—according to Kuméarila, 32-34; 
Vallabhacharya’s view, 32 ;—Tri- 
dandi’s view, 32 ;—Shankaracharya’s 
view, 32; Lilavati’s view, 32. 

Litiga (Indicative word)—means of 
Interpretation, 220. 


M 

Madhyama, 221. 

Madhyamika Buddhists, 52. 

Mahayajfias—necessary for house-hol- 
ders, 151. 

Maitra Varuna, 255 ;—Priest, 322. _ 

Man alone should not perform sacri- 
fices, 273 ;—should be associated 
with the woman who is his patni 
in the sacrifice, 273-74. 

Mantra and Brahmann, 159 ;—defined, 
159 ;—Instruments of offering 159 
j—a name applied to those Vedic 
texts that are expressive of mere 
Assertion as distinguished from 


Injunction, 159 ;—Prabhakara’s defi- 


nition, 160;—classified, 160-61, 
166-67 ;—distinguished from the 
Brahmana, 161 ;—not Injunctive, 
161 ;—Kumarila’s view, 161-162; 
—Prabhakara’s view, 161-62 ;— 
Murari Mishra’s view, 163 ;— 
characteristic features of, 165-66. 

Manu regarding the duty of man, 
274 ;—Smrti, 215. 


Madhvamatika, 
18 


Manava Kalpa Sitira, by Kumarila, 18. 

Marriage—Arsa form of, 272 ;—purely 
a religious function, 273. 

Masa Corn, 286, 325 

Masdgnihotra, 292, 310 

Master of the House, 263—64—of the 
sacrifice, 256, 257 

Maxims of Mimarhsa, 328; 
quoted by Shankaracharya, 
328 ;—Handbook of—by 
Colonel Jacob, 329 

Means of Interpretatlon—the six, 
320 

Means of Right Cognition—six— 
301 ;—Valid, 302 

Mekhala, 281 

Metres—the Principal—167 

Milking vessels, 260 

Mimamsanukramanika, by Man- 
dana Mishra, 19 

Mimamsa—the science of—partly 
based on Veda, partly on ordinary 
experience, and partly on 
Perception, Inference, etc., 
194 ;—Study—cause of the neglect 
of the neglect of the—323 

Mimatmhsa Rules of Interpretation, 
by K. L. Sarkar, 327 

Mind. according to  Prabhakara, 
35 ;—Kumarila’s view, 36—37 

Mishra-Mata—Third School, 20 

Mitak sara, 324 

Moksa, 272 

Moral Code, 214 

Motive, 258 

Mudgacaru, 324 

Murarestrtiyah Panthab, by 
Umesha Mishra, 70, 79 

Murari Mishras—Five—20 

Murari Mishra’s view on certain 
topics of Pirva-Mimarnsa, 
oy Dr. Umesha Mishra, 20—21 


by- Kumirila 


Mandana Mishra—Date. 615— 
695 A.D.: the earliest expo- 
nent of Bhatta system,, 19 ;— 
wrote a commentary on _ the 


Tantravartika, 18 ;—wrote 
also Vidhiviveka, Mimam- 
sanukramanika, 19 and 


Brahmasiddhi, 19 
Means of verbal cognition according 
to Prabhikara, 113 


lh 
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Methods of studying Miméarmsa 
topics, 148-49 

Mahfanirvana Tantra, —1 

Mallinatha’s son on six systems, 

Mandana Mishra, 12;—Pupil of 
Kumitila (which is not un- 
likely), 17 

Mansumrti, 12 

Matter, meaning of—, 3 

Means of knowledge as the starting 
point of the philosophical 
works, 2 

Mimdisad, meaning of, 2 ;—Reliable 
Word or Revelation. 3;—not 
different from Vedanta, 4 ;—Parva 
and Uftara, 4;—a philosophical 
system or not, 45;—Differences 

/ between Parva and Ustara— 3 5 ;— 


/f Proper, 5;—Inter-relation and 


Inter-dependence, 5-6 ;—as 
Shastramukh a3—6 as 
Prathamatantra,;—6 two, as 
Krtsnashastra, ;—6 special field 
occupied by Proper: 8 ;—Grantha 
Prakasha Samiti, 11 

Mitaksara, quotes Prabhikara, 16 

Murari Mishra—the founder of the 
third school of Pirva-~Mimiathsa. 
13 ;—Kumirila’s pupil, 13 


N 


Nahusa as Indra, 202 

Naksatra Mantra, 354 

Naksatresti, 304 

Namadheva—Proper- Names, 282-83 
—Prabhikara’s view, 203 

Narista Homas, 304 

Negative term—meaning of the, 
304-305 

Neo-Mimiarhsakas—M dd hav a 
charya, 279 

Nesir, 255, 322 

Nibandha or  Nibandhan another 
name of the Brhafi, 18 

Nigada, 165, 302 

Nirvikalpaka, 84-85, 87-88 

Nisadasthapati entitled to .perform 
certain sacrifices, | 277—should 
perform the Rasdra sacrifice, 278 ; 
280-81 

WNisdda is a mixed-caste,—is devoid 
of Vedic learning, 278 

Nisada Chief, 326 


Niskasa, 302 

Nivdra Corn, 297-98 

Niyamabidbi, 245 

Niyoga (mandatory force), 229—241, 
273 

Niyojana, 264 

Nydyas of Mimamsa, 328, 328, 329, 


regarding God, 


Nydaya Kaustubha, 79 

Nyayapardyana_ on the Tantravartika, 
by Gangadhara Mishra, 20 

Nyayakanika on Véidhbiviveka, by 
Vacaspati Mishra—,19 


Nydyarainakara, by  Parthasarathi 
Mishra, 22 

Nydyaratnamala, by Parthasarathi 
Mishra, 19 


Nyayasudha, by Someshvara, 18 

Nydyasiitra, 61 

Nastikya in Indian Philosophy— 
its meaning 4 

Nayaviveka, by Bhavanatha Mishra, 
a commentary on Jaimini Sitra, 
after Prabhakara, 17 

Non-Vaidika Dharma, 6 

Nyaya—Principles, 8;—their due 
influence on other matters, 8 

Nyaya stands for, 2;—and Vai- 
shésika—their relation, 3 

Nyaya Vaishésika on matter and 
spirit, 10 

Nyayaratnikara, by 
Mishra, 7 


Parthasarathi 


Oo 


Observances, 284 

Offering has been defined as—the 
setting aside of one’s own 
ownership over the thing 
offered and the _ bringing 
about of the ownership another 
person—the receipt of the gift, 
317 ;—brings about a connection 
between substance and a deity, 317 

Order of Sequence, 263-68 ;— means 
by which this—is determined, 
263-68 ;—conflict among the 
means, 265 

Order of Commencement, 265 

Order determined by the Principal, 
265-66 

Order of Place—more authoritative 
than Name, 254 
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P 


Pakayajfias, 319 ;—the 

Samsthas of, 319 
Paksadhara Mishra, 79 
Pafichadasharatra sacrifice, 303 
Pajficharatra, 197 


Seven 


Pandavas, 204-205 

Para, 221 

Parasharmadhava, 150 

Parthasarathi Mishra, author of 
TUTAATHT on 5 aea- 
Sifter; aeat on Tuptika; 


Partition, 323 

Parvana Shraddha which constitutes 
the Fire-mahdayajfias, 319 

Parvukti, 258 

Pashubandha,; 319 

Payovrata sacrifice, 246, 320 

Perception—Savikalpaka—Prabhakara‘s 
view, 85-86 Kumarilas view, 
87-88 :—of the Mystic. 88 ;— 
Intuitional (Pratibha) 88 ;—more 
reliable than Inference, 337 ;— of 


Yoga,  34;—simple (Alocana), 
87 

Perpetual Flux—the doctrine of 
—194, 215 


Personal world creator, 46 

Petitio Principii, 95 

Pitrya Acts, 288 

Potr, 256 ;—Priest, 320, 322 

Prabhakara—author of Brhati—date, 
610—690 A.D. 

Prabhakara-Vijaya, 18 rm 
Practices of good men—authoritative 
character of—, 224— 138-39; 

Kumarila’s view,225— 189-90 ;— 
limited to those inhabiting 
Aryavarta, 201;— ate based on 
Veda, 206 

Prajapati and Usa, 199, 202 

Prajapatya sacrifice, 298 

Prakarana(context),220 

Prakaranapancika, by Shilikanatha 
Mishra, 17 

Prakrti (Atchetype), 290-91 

Pramana, 69-79 

Prameyapahara, 301 

Prapia Badha, 301 

Prasaiga (extended 
310—15 

Prastoiy Priest, 255; 321 


application), 


Prataranuvaka, 255 
Pratibhad—a means of Cognition— 
not always reliable, 146 
Pratibarir, 256 ;—priets, 302, 321, 
322 
Pratikarsa, 304 
Pratipasthair priest, 
Pratipattikarma, 261 
Pravara Ris, 279-80 
Prayajas, 241, 


255-56, 321 


259 ;—offerings, 
290, 308, 310;—Samid, 326 
Priest— Hos, Adhvaryu, Udgatr, 
250, 255;—paying the fees 
to—, 255;Rwiks, 255;— the 
number of Priests, 255—Duties 
of, 257;—Appointment of 305 
Principle of Syntactical Unit— 
(Ekavakyadhikarana), 168-70 
Principle of | Syntactical Split 
(Vakyabheda), 170 
Principle of Elliptical 
(Anusanga), 171 
Principles of Interpretation, 323 
Principle—Priority of — mention 
leads to priority in action, 326 
re et signification, 
2 


Extension 


Property, 325 


Prospective sacrifices, 267, 279, 
285 
Pupil should salute the teacher 


when he happens to meet him, 284 
Puranic descriptions—object of—, 191 
Prstha signifies Reveda, 165-66 
Purodasha, 254 
Puronuvaka, 255, 256-57 
Purusartha, 33; Acts, 

312—options—313 ;— 

313 
Pashyantt form of speech, 221 
Perception (valid cognition)— 

Shabara’s view, 80-81 Prabhakara’s 

view, 81-87—Kumarila’s view,—87 

Non-conceptual—of Bhatta— 

denied by Prabhikara, 85 
Pratibara chant, 255 
Prayogashastra, 214 
Presumption—not the means of 

knowing Dharma, 155-56 
Parama Purusartha—its attainment— 

Kumirila’s view, 6 


258—62 
kinds of, 


Prabhakara Mishra, the earliest 
commentator on the Shabara 
Bhasya, 13 ;—Gurn, 15 ;— 


Kumirila’s pupil,,,—13-14 Date 
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Date about 600—650 ;—Senior 
to Kumirila, 15-17 

Privy Council Judgement, 9 

Parthasirathi Mishra, author of 
Mydyaratnakara and Shastra- 
dipika, 12 

Patafijali, 16 


Q 
Qualities and Prabhakara, 56 
R 


RG@asiya _ sacrifice—distinctly  en- 
joined for the Raja only, 
216, 253-54, 320 

Rama, 203 

Ranaka, by Someshwara Bhatt, 19 

Rastrabhrt (minor sacrifice), 
363 

Rathakara, 281, 326, 338 ;—entitled 
perform certain sacrifices, 277 ;— 
are the inferior Savdhanvans, 278 ;— 
is one whose mother is born 
of a Shidra mother and a Vaishya 
father, 278 ;—fire installation for 
the purpose of purification, 278 

R4étrisatira sacrifice, 262 

Raudra sacrifice, 278 

Reality of external world— 
Shabara’s view, 47—49 ; 
Prabhikara’s view, 49—52 
—Kumarila’s view, 52—53 

Religious student, 284 

Reputation for Respectability, 262 

Rk defined, 163;—should be re- 
cited loudly, 248 

Rgveda comes from Agni, 248 

Revedins study the Sitras of 
Vashistha, 190 

Rights—Equal—is a moot ques- 
tion, 272-73 

Rsis—debts to—, 285 

Rajashekhara Stiri on six systems, 2 

Rajashekhara’s Kavyamimamsa 
regarding Vanmaya, 2 

Ramakrsna, 8 ; 

Rama Mishra Shastri regarding 
Satkarsana Kanda, 10 

Reconciliation between two schools, 17 

Revealed word; 8 ;—infallible guide 
in knowing Dharma, 8 

Rjuvimala on Brhati, by Shalikanatha 
Mishra, 16, 17 


Ss 
Sacrifices, 309,—Qualifications of the 


performer, 269;—means of—, - 


269 ;—Deities not entitled to the 
performance of—, 271 ;—Sages 
are not entitled to the performance 
_ of, 271;—whether woemen and 

Shidra should perform or not, 
272 ;—Disqualification for per- 
formers of—, 279 ;—Rdaksasas and 
Pishdchas cannot perform, 280 ;— 
Animals cannot offer—280 ;—are 
not performed by one or more 
limbs wanting—280 ;—not per- 
formed by one who is sexless and 
who is a Shidra—280 ;—is a form 
of worship of the deity—, 295 ;— 
Extent and scope of 307, ;—sub- 
sidiary—307 ; 309 ;—Prospective, 
308 ;—formed the most important 
factor in the life of the Hindu—, 
316 ; 316—20 ;—classification of—, 
318—20 ;—Primary or Principal—, 
265—66 

Sacrifical Acts, 261, 269—70 ;—order 
of sequence of—, 269; 282; 
294, 302 

Sacrificial sessions, 320 

Sacrificing Householder, 254 

Sacrificer—No substitute for the 
—; 286 ;—Initiated, 305 ;— 
wearing of gold by the—, 324-25 

Sacrificial rituals—disappearance 
of—is the cause of the neglect of 
of Pirva-Mimarhsa 8 

Sad-darsana—Misnomet, 1;— not 
known in ancient times, 1;— 
various views regarding the consti- 
tuents of—, 1—3 

Shalikanatha Mishra, 13 ;—direct 
pupil (which is doubtful) of 
Prabhakara, 17 

Samadhi and God, 3 

Sankarsana Kanda, 10 

Sankiya, the subject-matter of—, 
3;—-with God and _ without 
God, 3;—and Yoga—their 
difference, 3;— teaches the 
first essential distinction between 
matter and spirit, 9 ;—Karika 
quoted, 10 

Sddyaskara sacrifice, 265 

Sages have no’ Gorra, 271 

Samakhya (Name), 220 


x Index 


Sdman —defined, 164 ; —divided — , 
164 ;—not a Mantra, 165 ;—Brhat 
and Rathantara—, 298; Kanvara- 
thantara, 298 

Samavaya and Prabhakara, 55 

Samavedand, 72. 

Sambhara Mantra, 312 

Samidheni 282 ;—Verses, 301 ; 
—If the sacrificer happens to be a 
Vaishya—schould be seventeen—, 
302, 318 

Samit sacrifices, 249-50 

Samvatsara Yaga, 281 

Samvedya and Prameya according 
to Prabhakara, 51 

Samvit (Objective Idealism), 50; 
—Prabhikara’s view, 50-51 

Sanctificatory Acts, 261 

Satikalpa, 255 

Sankhya, 197 

Sankhya view regarding creation, 
44 


Sannayya vessel, 254 

Sapinda, 315 

Sarasvati Isfi, 219 ; 281 

Sarasvata, 266 

Sarvasiddhanta-Sangraha, 45 

Sarvasiddhantarachasya—a Prabhakara 
school work, 57 

Satta—Summum genus—not accepted 
by Prabhakara, 64-65 ; 

Sattra—Communistic sacrifices, 
281—83 ;—differs from _the 
ordinary sacrifices, 281 ;—Priests 
at—, 281 ;—If one of the sacrificers 
happened to die at—, 281 5;— 
conditions for the performance 
of—, 281-82 ;—There are to be 
at least seventeen sactificers, 282, 
286 ;—Kyattriya and Vaishya 
cannot perform—, 282 ; 

Saurya sacrifice, 292, 298 

Sautramani, 320 

Savaniya animal, 365 

Science of Reasoning, 194 

Scripture of action, 214 

Scriptual Act of Sacrifice, 294 

Self-satisfaction (conscience) as the 
source of the knowledge of 
Dharma, 167, 202 

Self-validity of Cognition—keystone 
of Mimarhsa, 71 

Sense—organs—Prabhakara’s view, 
35—Kumarila’s view, 35-37 

Sense-Cognition, 48 


Sense-Perception, not the means of 
knowing Dharma, 155-56 


Sentence and its meaning— 
Shabara’s view, 108—110 ; 
Prabhikara’s — view, 120—26 ; 


—Kumiarila’s view, 134—135 

Shakamedha, 318 

Shakamedbiya, 325 

Shakti and Prabhikara, 55 

Shakuntala of Kalidasa, 19 

Shaktivada by Gadadhara, 178 

Shakya, 197 

Shankara Bhatta, 303 

Shankaracharya, 271 

Share—mother shold receive 
equal—if_ the partition is 
effected after the father’s death, 325 

Shastra—the title of Grammar, 
222 


Shaving of the head, 257;— 
should be done by the husband 
alone, 274 

Shesa (Auxiliary), 234 

Shlokavartika, 19 

Shrautapadarthanirvachana, 320 

Shravani (which constitutes the Fire 
Mahayajfias), 319 

Shruti—means of Interpretation 
(direct assertion), 220 

Shidra—entitled to perform sacrifices 
discussed, 272—76-77—12 ;—not 
to perform sacrifices at all, 276 ;— 
cannot perform the Agnihotra, 
276 ;—unfit for performing sacri- 
fices, 277;—not initiated into 
the Vedic study, 277 will not 
read the Vedas, 314 ; —not entitled 
to perform sacrifices accoring to 
Shankara Ledanta also, 277, No— 
can be acquired legally as property 
against his will, 326 ;—special 
sacrifices laid down for the—, 
326 ;—not entitled to the per- 
formance of Vedic rites, 327 

Shyéna sacrifice, 257, 289, 302 

Similarity and Prabhakara, 54-55 

Slave girl a gift, 281 

Smrti (Remembrance), 69 

Smrti—as source of the knowledge 
of Dharma, 187 ;— Prabhakara’s 
view 188 ;—Trustworthy nature 
of—, 188. 

Smrti—Authority of—Prabhakara’ s 
view, 189 ;—Connotation of the 
term—190 ;—Proper enumerated 
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190 ;—applicable throughout Arya- 
varta, 190; Kumarila’s view 
190; ‘Trustworthy nature of 
—Prabhakara’s view, 193-95 ;— 
Proper—those which constitute 
the Dharmashastra, 191 ;— 
common features with Purana and 
Itihdsa, 192 ;—of the Buddha, 214 

Sodashin vessels, 237; 305, 312 319 

Soma juice, 293 ;—Sacrifice, 248, 256 ; 
267-68, 286 

Somayajfias, 319;—Archetype is the 
Jyotistoma (loosely. known as 
afiacett) 319—Seven Savisthas of 
this class—319 

Someshvara  Bhatta, author of 
Nydayasudha, 19 r 

Soul (Atman)—Shabara’ s view, 
23—24 ; Prabhikara’s view 
25—28 ; Kumarila’s view, 28—30 

Southerners, 215 

Sphota—Doctrine of—100-101 

Sthana (order of sequence), 220 

Sthapati Isfi, 288 

Studentship, 284 

Subodbint on .Tantravartika, by 
Annam Bhatta, 20 

Subrahmanya 255-56 ;—Priest, 321, 322 

Subsidiary sciences, 214 

Substance and Prabhakara, 56-57 

Saktavaka, 253 

Sunasiriya (Vikrti of Isti), 318, 325 

Superhuman performers, 288 

Super Soul, 45-46 

Sitramani (Vikrti of Isfi) 318 

Svaprakasha, 78 

Svarga, 207 

Syntactical Gnit, 340 

Sambhava—means of Cognition, 146 

Speech—four kinds of—, 221 

Svalaksana—Buddhist view—denied 
by Prabhakara, 84-85 

Sak sepashariraka supports Pra- 
bhakara’s priority to Kumiarila, 17 

Sarvajfiatma Muni—pupil of Suresh- 
varacharya and the author of 
Satiksepashariraka, 17 

Sarvasiddhahtasangraha, by Shésa, 14 

Self-knowledge—two kinds of—, 7 

Shabara Swami, author of Bhasya 
on Jaimini Siitra, 5 ;—contem- 
porary of Vikramaditya of about 
57 B.C., 12 ;— Father of Vikarama- 
ditya, 12 ;—Gura of Vikramaditya, 
12 


Shantiraksita—Buddhist writer of the 
8th century A.D., 14 

Sharfraka Bhasya, by Shankara, 5-7 

Shaunaka on the adoption of an only 
son—9, 

Shalikanatha Mishra, 13. 

Shti Bhasya of Ramanuja, 10. 

Siddhanta Bhasya (Sankarsana Kanda), 
Tks 


Soul, in Mimarnsa, 5 ;—detailed in- 
vestigation regarding—in the Ve- 
danta, 5;—and Kumirila, 5,— 
Nature of, 5-6,—Existence of, 5-6, 
—as distinct from the body, 5-6,— 
as the enjoyer of the results and 
acts, 5-6. 

Spirit—meaning of, 3. 

Style of Kumirila and Prabhakara, 16. 

Sucharita Mishra—author of Kashika, 
12. 

Sureshwara and Mandana—(Equation 
doubtful), 17 ;—date 6th century 
A.D., 17. f 

Systems of Philosophy only three, 
3 ;—their pairs enumerated, 3-4 ;— 
theoretical and practical, 3-4, 9-10. 


T 


Trittiriya Brabmana, 267. 

Tantra (centralisation), 307—309. 

Tantrachiidamani, by Krsnadeva, 18. 

Tantravartika, 8, also known as 
Tantratika, 18 ;—is a summary of 
the author’s own Brhaffika, 18. 

Taniinapat, 326 ;—sacrifice 249-50 326 
264. 


Tattvasangraha, by Shantiraksita on 
Jati, 63. 

Tantatimatatilaka on Tantravartika, by 
Bhatta Bhavadeva alias Balabalabhi 
Bhujanga, 20. 

Teachers—trustworthy character of 
the—, 215. 

Things of the world—Shabara’s view, 
54 ;—Prabhakara’s view, 54—58 ;— 
Prabhakara and Vaishesika, 57 ;— 
Kumarila’s view, 58-59. 

Time is beginningless, 271. 

‘Tonsure, 315. 

Traiyambaka, 319. 

Transference, 291-293 ;—of details, 
291 ;—by presumed Injunction, 
293 ;—of Injunction, 292 ;—of sub- 
stratum, 293 ;—of substitutes, 293. 
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Tridandin and liberation, 32. 

Trikandamandana, 314. 

Trikandimimamsamandana—also known 
as Rénaka and WNydyasudha on 
Tantravartika, by Someshwara Bha- 
tta, 19. 


Triputi Pratyksavada, 82. 
Tuptika, 18. 

Turiya—stage—fourth, the Highst 
stage of consciousness, 27. 
Tantraratna, by Parthasarathi Mishra 

on Tuptika, 19. 
Taksashila, 13. 
Tattvasangraha, by Shantiraksita, 14. 


U 


Udeatr, 255; 302, 322, 
Uha (conjectural modification) 220; 
294—299 ;—kinds of, 297-98. 
Ukilya (Satnstha of Somayajfia), 319. 
Umbeka Bhatta identified with Man- 
dana Mishra or Bhavabhiti, wrote 
a commentary on the Tantra- 
vartika ; also wrote a commentary 
on Shlokavartika, 20. 

Unnetr, 255, 322. 

Unseen force, 122. Me 

Upamana—Analogical Cognition, Sha- 
bara’s view, 134 ;—Prabhakara’s 
view, 136-137 Kumarila’s view, 
137-138. 

Upamshu sacrifice, 250-51, 266. 

Upanayana, 149-50 ;—fire, 278; 284; 
288, 315. 

sa—the Vrttikara of Pirva- 

Upeimaris’, 5, 11-12, 12, 99. 

Urg, 315. 

Unsraved, a. 
jkarana, 205. 

i eaaist author of the Nyaya- 
vartika, 15. 

Upasana Kanda, 11. 


Vv 


Vadivinoda, by Shankara Mishra, 32, 

Vaikhari, 221. 2 

Vaishesika view regarding the organ 
of hearing, 

Vaishvadeva, 318, 325. 

Vaishvanara sacrifice, 262. 


Index 


Vaishya to be initiated during the 
Autumn, 152. 

Vaishyastoma sacrifice, 298. 

Va@apeya sacrifice, 298, 320. 

Va@aprasaviya (minor sacrifice), 320. 

Vajasaneyins—follow Shankha and 
Likhita Smrti, 216; 354, 

Vaina, 261. 

Vakya (syntactical connection)—means 
of Interpretation—220. 

Validity of Cognitions—21. 

Vallabhacharya and liberation, 32. 

Varana, 255. 

Vardhamana on Kusumanjali, 21 ;—on 
Nyayalilavati?, 21 ;—on Tattvachin- 
‘amani, 21. 

Vartraghni Mantra, 314. 

Varuna, 295. 

Varunapraghasa sacrifice, 292, 302, 314, 
Big; 325; 

Vasana and Prabhakara, 51-52. 

Vasat, 263. 

Vasistha and suicide, 199- 203. 

Vata seeds, 293. 

Veda—eternal, 44,—not the work 
of a personal being, 111—112 ;— 
Shabara’s view, 111 ;—Prabhakara’s 
view, 123 3—eternality and self- 
sufficiency of the—, 116 ;—only 
source and means of knowledge 
which can provide one with the 
tight knowledge of duty, 147, 
154 ;—study of—reserved for the 
three higher castes, 147 ;—study 
of—is a Dharma, 147, 151 ;—is 
the only means of Dharma, 156; 
—Reliability of the—, 154-58 ;— 
Reliability and validity of, 156-57 
s—not the work of a personal 
author, 157 ;—Extent and content 
of—, 159;—Reliable means of 
knowing Dharma, 158-59 ;—four 
parts of—, 182 ;—sole authority in 
matters relating to Dharma, 187-88 
3—Constitute of—Injunction, the 
enjoined, the argumentation of 
the Mimarhsa ;—according to Ka?- 
Jdana, 214 ;—is synonymous with 
Mimarhsa (according to some), 
214 ;—eternality of—,215;  self- 
sufficient authority of the Veda—, 
214 ;—the universal author of—, 
215 ;—Preservation of the—, 219; 
—words in the—are the same as 
those in ordinary usage, 223-24 ;— 


Index 


Kumiarila’s view, 224;—is related 
to the Brahmannaand the other 
two castes only, 276-77. 

Vedangas, 193; Kumadrila’s observa- 
tions, 193-94. 

Vedi, 325. 

Vedic study, 149-52. 

Vedic Injunction the only reliable 
means of knowing Dharma, 156-57 
3—Regarding the use of words— 
Nor is the—, 218. 

Verbal Cognition—Shabara’s view, 97- 
110; Prabhdkara’s view, 110, 
113-126; Kumarila’s view, 127 ;— 
and Vaishesika, 127 ;—and 
Bauddba, 127. 

Vernacular—corrupt—words—are 
correct, 217-18. 

Vernacular words, 221. 

Vessel—Holding ‘ the—, 305, 

Vidhiviveka, by Mandana 
19-20. 

Vidyds—fourteen—, 222. 

Viharas (Place for keeping the offer- 
ing materials), 314. 

Vikalpa (option), 311 ;—subdivisions 
of—,312 ;—indicated by Reasons, 
312-13 ;—Indicated by Direct De- 
claration, 314 ;—dependent on the 
wish of the Agent, 313 ;—other 
divisions of—, 313-314. 

Vikr#i (Ectype), 289. 

Vindhva Hills—South of—, 

Vishvajit Law 283. 

Vishvajit sacrific, 261, 282, 287 ;— 
Horse should not be given away 
at—, 287 ;—Parents and such rela- 
tions should not be given away 
at—, 287;—Animals with mein 
should not be given away at, 287 ; 
—Entire earth should not be given 


Mishra, 


314. 


away at, 287;—Shfdra in one’s 
service should not be given away 
for acquiring Dharma, 287, 
—Nyadya, 262. 


Visnu—Invocations to 301. 

Visnu Purdna regarding Heaven, 60. 

Visnukrama, 280. 

Vishvedevas, 261, 301. 

Vishvamitra and a 
203. 

Vivarana, 18. 

Vrdianvati Mantra, 314. 

Vachaspati Mishra, the Great, 1 ;— 
Enumeration of his works, 1. 


Chanudla, 199, 
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Varaha Mihira—son of Shabara Svami, 
12 ;—4th century A.D. 

Vedanta and Mimamsa not two diffe- 
rent systems, 4 ;—stands for, 4-5 ; 
—its scope, 4-5 ;—proper, 5-6 ;— 
Sitra, 5-6. 

Vedantins—later, 7. 

Vaidika Dharma—to save—is the 
immediate purpose of the two 
Mimiarhsa, 6. 

Vidyapati Thakura, 12. 

Vidyaranya in his Vivaranaprameya- 
sangraha, to Prabhakara’s omission 
of some Siitras to comment upon, 
16. 

Vidyasthanas, 1. 

Vartikakara as different from Kumirila, 

Vriti—mentioned by Kumirila, 13. 

Vrttikara of Pirva-Mimarnsa, 5. 


Ww 


Wearing of the gold necklace, 257,— 
should be done by the husband 
only, 274. ' 

Wife—unequal with husband, 276 ;— 
functions of—at the sacrifice, 274- 
76 ;—if unwilling the husband 
should not perform sacrifices, 274 ; 
—does not stand on the same 
footing as the husband, 275 ;— 
not learned in the Veda, 275 ;— 
no justification for assuming the 
knowledge of Veda in—, 276 ;— 
share to which she is entitled, 325 ; 
—is entitled to a mere subsistence 
allowance, 325;—Rights of—, 
326. 

Wild sesamum offering, 205. 

Woman—has household property, 274 
;—alone should not perform sacri- 
fices, 274 ;—entitled to perform 
sacrifices discussed, 273-275 ;— 
cannot possess wealth, 374 ;— 
does not have any right over her 
father’s property, 274 ;—are bought 
and sold, 274;—what she earns 
will not be her own, 274 ;— 
should not behave as if she were 
independent of her husband, 275 ; 
—should not be ignored in matters 
relating to duty, property and 
pleasure, 274-75 ;—not entitled to 
the study of the Vedas which is 
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not mentioned in the S#ras, Worship and meditation—forms of 


275-76 ;—cannot recite the Man/ras —, 33 
with the proper accent, etc., 
276 ;—prohibited to the Vedic x 


study discussed, 275-76 ;—are not 
entitled to perform sacrifices apart 
from her husband, 324 3—Rights ¥ | 
of—, 334;—can adopt a son only 
in the company of her husband. or Yagu, Floma and Dane distinguished, | 
when permitted by him, 317. 317. 

Word—as eternal, 117;—and_ its Yajnava'hya, 323. 
denotation—their relation—97-103 Yoga Philosophy and God, 3;— 
3—Kumarila’s view, 128—132; on matter and spirit, 10-11. 
Murari_Mishra’s view, 128-29 ;— Yajfiavalkya Smrti, 1, 2, 
and Akpli according to Murari, Yajiopavita, 197. 
128-29 ;—eternality of the word Yajus—defined, 165 ;—should be re- 
—Kumarilz’s view, 133 ;—cannot cited loudly, 248. 
be the means of knowing Dharma, Yajurveda comes from Vayu, 249. 
156 ;—eternality of, 156;—as the Yajyanuvaka text, 266. 
means of Dharma, 156 ;—exact Yashordharé (minor sacrifice), 320. 
significance of certain—, 207—209 Yavagi, 264. 
3—current among Mlechchhas, 208 Yoga, 197. 
—Evolution of—, 44; origin of Yogachara—Buddhist Idealist, 52. 
—, 194, Yoktra, 280. 

Wrong Cognitions—Prabhakara’s view Yudhisthira, 205. 
73-75 ; Kumarila’s view, 77-78. 
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APPENDIX 
CRITICAL BIBLIOGRAPHY 


PREAMBLE 


As directed by the author of the Pérva-Minamsa in its Sources— 
the Revered Mahamahopadhyaya Dr.. Sir Gaiganatha Jha, when I handed 
over the Index of his book to Professor R. D. Ranade of the Allahabad 
University, I was asked by the latter to write a short critical bibliography 
on Mimamsa containing texts published and unpublished and explanations 
and criticisms as well as articles in Reviews and Journals which have hitherto 
appeared on Mimamsa, as an Appendix to this work. Prof. Ranade wrote 
to Dr. Jha who gladly expressed his agreement and wrote to me, “If you 
and Prof. Ranade agree on any point, you need not ask me about it. It is 
a stupendous task that Prof. Ranade has set you. I hope you will make 
it as complete as you can.” This was no longer a mere request of a colleague 
but an Ajnd of the Great Master, and I began the work in right earnest. 
The notes were finished in due course and, when Dr. Jha retumed to Allaha- 
bad in serious ill-health, I had the good luck of discussing with him some 
of the more important points of my notes. After this I began to fair out 
my notes hoping to finish the work and present it to him while he was alive. 
But unfortunately, before I could complete my work, he left us. However, 
his immortal Atman which is ever with us, will now see that his Ajnd has 
been obeyed ; but to what extent, it is for others to judge. It was not possible 
to make the work as exhaustive as I wanted it to be, but as far as I think 
no important author has excaped my notice. 

As this is the last work which I had the fortune to do at his instance, 
and which he did not live to see, I dedicate this humble offering—an Anjali 
of respectful love—to the divine memory of the Great Master. 


ALLAHABAD, UMESHA MISHRA 


Tur UNIVERSITY, 
December 3, 1941. 


HAs: 


waa gaTaTaatad (232) aa TEAS 
qa Uaowga safest Visas frat 1 
TART Gare et TATA 
TeMaaagd at aegis fest: gn 
wea TH GIrTAaTHeTAe kat faaeTAT- 
TATA: Balarat wana FF | 
aril ser forcast aranrfir z: 
afiseatt HATE agora TT TAT URI 
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CRITICAL BIBLIOGRAPHY OF MIMAMSA 


(MImAMsA—KusuMANJALI) 


It is necessary to say in the very beginning that there exists a very 

close relation between Piirva-Mimirhsi and Dharmashistra. In fact, 
the Principles of Mimarhsa form the very background of our Dharmashistra. 
All the rules of our Dharmashastra have to be interpreted with the help 
of the Mimam’sa-Nyayas. So a Dharmashastri has necessarily to become a 
Mimarhsaka first. Thus, almost all the writers on Dharmashastra, from 
Manu down to any author of the present day, have been good Mimamsakas 
also. In this bibliography, however, I have confined myself to those authors 
mainly whose work has come to my notice in any form. But that there 
were many more Mimarhsakas is quite evident from our studies of the 
Shastras. 
Pre-JAIMINI 

The earliest available work in the systematised form of the Pirva- 
Mimathsi School is the Suira-work of Jaimini. But that there were several 
other teachers who taught the Pirva-Mimarhsa Principles before Jaimini 
is quite evident from the various references made to them and to their views 
by Jaimini himself in his Sara-work. A short account of all such references 
is given below. 

BADARAYANA 

Under Pirva-Mimarhsa-Siitra, Li. 5, Jaimini says that according 
to Badaradyana “the relation of the word with its denotation is eternal ; 
instruction (in the form of word) is the means of knowing Dharma ; (words 
are) infallible regarding all that is imperceptible ; it is a valid means of 
Imowledge, as it is independent.” 

Again, under V. ii. 19, Jaimini says that according to Badarayana 
“the Ectypal details should come at the end ; because, those that come from 
the Archetype are such as are included in what is expressed by the words 
laying down the Principal sacrifice.” 

Again, under VI. i. 8, in answer to the prima facie view that men alone 
are entitled to perform the sacrifice, Jaimini quotes the view of Badarayana 
which is the Siddhanta, that “in reality, it is the whole class (jatz), that is, 
both men and women, that is entitled to perform the sacrifice ; because 
there is no ground for distinction.” 
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Under X. viii. 44, in refutation to the prima facie view, Jaimini again 


quotes Badarayana who holds that “the offering of the curd-butter-mixture 
comes before the Soma sacrifice also.” 


Again under XI. i. 64, in answer to the prima facie view, Jaimini 
quotes Acarya Badarayana according to whom “there should be a single 
performance in common of the subsidiaries ; because, there is no separation 
of context. There is one and the same context for all the main sacrifices, 
as they function jointly.” 

It is clear from the above that in support of purely Mimiunsa topics 
Jaimini quotes Badarayana with great reverence and is in agreement with 
his views. The name of Badarayana is more known to us as the author 
of the Brahmasiitra. But we cannot, on the basis of the evidence of the 
views quoted above, have the least doubt that Badarayana, quoted in the 
Jaiminiya-Sitras, is a Mimarhsaka. 


Now, regarding the identification of these two Badarayanas, it is 
very difficult to say anything for or against definitely. Neither any external 
nor any internal evidence is available. But it may be suggested that as 
the two systems of Mimarhsi and Vedanta, generally known as Pérva- 
Mimamsa and Uttara-Mimimsd, are not quite distinct from each other, 
rather they represent separately the two aspects of one and the same Goal 
and which is also supported by the terms, Parva (preliminary) and Uttara 
(final), used for the Mimarnsa proper and the Vedanta respectively, the 
teacher of the Uttara school also may have been the teacher of the Parva. 
In fact, the study of the Uttara school necessitates the study of the Pirva. 
It is, therefore that the great Mimarhsa teacher Kumarila deliberately has 
asked the enquirer after the nature of Self to refer to the Vedanta. So it 
seems quite possible that Badarayana must have had his own contributions 
to the school of Parva-Mamazsa also. Hence, it may be said that the 
two Badarayanas were identical. There are somie critics who are opposed 
to this identity, but they appear to overlook the fact that one and the 
same person can hold views on two different schools of thought. 
Badarayana could equally have had authoritative views on Mimarhsa as 
well as Vedanta. We know that there were several authors, Vacaspati 
Mishra I, etc. for instance, who were equally authoritative as Naiyayikas, 
Mimarsakas, Vedantins, and so on. 

References: i) Indian Antiquary, Vl.. L, pp. 167—174 ; ii) Journal 
of Oriental Research, Madras, 1937; iii) Introduction to Pirva-Mimazhsa, 
Pashupatinatha Shastri, pp. 25—42. 
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BADARI 


Badari is another important teacher whom Jaimini refers to in his 
Satra-work. Under III. i. 3, according to Jaimini, Badari is of opinion 
that the auxiliary character (shesalaksanam) belongs to substances, pro- 
perties and preparations. This view, however, is not accepted by Jaimini. 


Again, under VI. i. 27, Badari, as a supporter of the prima facie view, 
says “that the text quoted in support of the statement, that the Shidra is 
not entitled to the performance of sacrifices, is only a contingent one ; hence, 
all the castes should be entitled to perform the sacrifices.” This view also is 
not the accepted Siddhanta. 


Again, in connection with the sattrimnshadratra—sacrifice, regarding 
the question—are the details to be adopted at it to be those of the dhan 
offerings comprising the Dvadashaha or those of the sadaha? Badari, under 
VIII. iii. 6, says—even though there is repetition of the time, yet inasmuch 
as the actions are diverse, the details adopted should be those of the 
Dradashaha. This view has also not been accepted by the Siddhantin. 


Next, in the case of such injunctions as—one sings the Rathantara 
Saman over the Uttara verses, the question is raised whether the singing is 
to be done in accordance with the syllables of the Uttara verses or with those 
of the basic verse—Badari, under IX. ii. 33, is in agreement with the Sid- 
dhanta that the singing should be done in accordance with the syllables of 
the Uttara verses and not in accordance with the part of the basic verse. 

Again, Badari believed that the auxiliary character, (shesata) belongs 
to substance (dravya), quality (guna) and disposition (samskara) only and to 
no other category (vide Bhavanaviveka, Pt. I, p. 41, Saraswatibhavana 
Text Series edition.) / 


In the Brahmasiitras (1.ii.30 ; IIT i. 11 ; IV.iii. 7 ; IV.iv. 10) also certain 
views are attributed to one Badari. Regarding the identity of these two 
Badaris, again, one may differ, but in the absence of any definite proof I 
do not see any reason why the same Badari be not allowed to speak autho- 
ritatively on both the Mimamsas. Katydyana-Shrautasiitra (IV.96) makes a 
reference toone Badari. There is nothing to prevent us to regard him 
also as identical with the two other Badaris referred to above. Dr.T.R. 
Chintamani thinks that “Badari may have been the son of one Badara’ 
and an ancestor of Badarayana, and consequently, slightly older than 
Badarayana.” This is merely a suggestion. 


8 Mimimsi—Kusumaijali 
AITISHAYANA 


Another important Mimirhsaka is Aitishiyana. Jaimini refers to 
him thrice. Thus, under III. ii. 43, while propounding the Siddhanta 
Jaimini holds with him that “one and the same Mantra should be used 
at the eating of the remnants of all offerings.” 

Again, under IIT. iv 24, in answer to the objection of the upholders 
of the prima facie view, Jaimini refers to the opinion of Aitishiyana who 
says, “In reality, there must be some connection between the acts under 
consideration and a result, just like the connection of other things with 
particular results. It must therefore be regarded as an action accomplishing 
the purpose of man in general.” 

Lastly, under VLi. 6, Aitishiyana says, “On account of the use of 
the particular gender (that is, masculine in the text-svargakamo yajeta) 
only men are entitled to perform the sacrifice.” Jaimini does not agree 
with this veiw. 


Nothing more we know of this Acirya. 


KARSNAJINI 


Kargnajini is another important teacher whose views Jaimini has 
referred to twice. Thus, under IV. iii. 17, regarding the Ratri sacrifice text 
sfafconiie a car saatat | aaadfeadisarat wafer a var sqafa— 
“those who have recourse to these sacrifices become famous ; those who have 
recourse to these sacrifices become endowed with Brahmic glory and also 
eaters of food,” Karsnajini, in support of the prima facie view says—that 
the above-quoted sentence is commendatory in regard to the sacrifice, like 
the sentence speaking of ths accessory details. 


Again, under VI. vii. 36, regarding the thousand-year sacricfice, he, 
in support of the prima facie view, says, “What is laid down should be re- 
garded as a function for generations, as it is impossible for a single man to 
live for thousand years and complete the sacrifice.” 

In both the cases, Jaimini respectfully disagrees with Kasnajini. 
He is, like so man others, referred to both in the Mimarhsaé and Brahmasi- 
tras, (cf. Brahmasiitra, III. i. 9). This name is also very familiar in our 
Dharmashastra. In Katyayana-shrautasttra, also, we find his name men- 
tioned in one of the siitras, (I. 144). It is just possible that one and the 
same Kargnajini might have written on Mimamsa, Vedanta an Dharma- 


shastra. Nothing more is know about him at present. 


—v 
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LAvukAYan 


Lavukayana’s view has been only once given by Kamini under VI. 
vii. 38, where in support of the Siddhanta, Lavukayana says that there be- 
ing mutual inconsistency in the text—qeqqsararafeaaa: dacret:—one of 
the two terms must be taken in the indirect figurative sense. We do 
not know more about him as yet. 

KAMUKAYANA 

Regarding the text—there are fourteen oblations at the Piirpamasa- 
sacrifice and thirteeen at the Darsha, under XI. i. 57, supporting the Siddha- 
atin, Kamukayana says that there should be a single performance, so that 
there may be no incompatability with the limitation of the number of 
oblations fixed at fourteen and thirteen. The same argument has been rei- 
terated by Kamukayana under XI. i. 62. No more about this author also 
is known to us as yet. 

Arreya 

The name of Atreya is found in several places. Baudhdyana-Grhya- 
stira (IIT. ix. 6) refers to one Atreya as a Padakara (Atreyaya Padakaraya) 
Bodhiyana-Shrautasutra (XXI. 21) also speaks of one Atreya. In the 
Mahabharata (XIJI. 137. 3) also the name of a sage, called Atreya, is men- 
tioned as a teacher of Nizguna-Brahmavidyad. In the Brahmasiitra (IIL. 
iv. 44) also there is a reference to one Atreya. Dr. T. R. Cintamani quotes 
a few verses from the Caturvargacintamani which are attributed to one 
Atreya. Besides, Jaimini refers to the views of one Atreya thrice in his 
Piirva-Mimazhsa-Sitras. It is just possible that all these names may refer 
to one and the same person. Thus, under LV. iii. 18, in answer to the prima 
facie view advanced by Karsnajaini, Atreya gives us the Siddhanta that— 
What is spoken of should be taken as the actual result; because, it is so 
mentioned ; if no result were mentioned, one would have to be inferred 
So, Atreya holds that the results actually follow from acts like the Ratri. 
sacrifices, and hence, the sentence—yfafarsfa @ at Ud, T UAT said, 
etc, in connection with the Ratri -sacrifice, is nota mere commendatory- 
declaration. 

Again, under VI. i. 26, regarding the performance of sacrifices by the 
Shatra, Atreya gives us the Siddhanta that—in reality, the acts in question 
can be performed by the three higher castes only, as in connection with the 
Installation of Fire, these three alone have been mentioned. The Shudra, 
therefore, can have no connection with sacrifices. The Veda being appli- 
cable to the Brahmana and the other two castes only. 


10 Mimamsé—Kusumaijali 

Lastly, under V. ii. 18, regarding the performance of the Narista- 
Homa, Atreya says—‘What belongs to the Ectype should be performed 
immediately after the principal sacrifice ; as it is equal to it in being pres- 
cribed by a Vedic text : as for those that come from the original Archetype, 
they may be removed further.” 


ALEKHANA 


Alekhana is another Mimarhsaka who is referred to by Jaimini. Un- 
der VI. v. 17, in connection with the performance of the Abhyudayesti on 
the Moon rising, before the material has been prepared, Alekhana prop- 
pounds the Siddhanta that the material should be prepared and consecrated 
for those deiteis who partake of the subsequent offereings. 

Besides, it is said that there is also a reference to him in the Sankarsa- 
kanda under XVI. ii. 1. This Alekhana is very often quoted in the Shrau- 
tastitra attributed to one Bharadvaja or Bharadvaja. This Bharadvaja 
may be identical with that Bharadvaja whose views are found in the Ar- 
thashastra of Kautilaya, who, again, perhaps is the same as the teacher of 
the Rajashatra mentioned in the Mahabharate (shantiparva, 58.3). If 
all these identifications be correct, then as the date of the Arthashastra, 
according to Dr. A. B. Keith, cannot be placed earier than 100 B. C. but 
not later than second century A.D., Bharadvaja should have floruished 
earlier than Kautilya ; and Alekhana, in that case, must have lived long 
before Bharadvaja, that is, earlier than 100 B. C. Nothing more about 


Alekhana is known as yet. 


JAIMINI 

The name of Jaimini in the Pirva-Mimirhsa-Siitra occurs in five 
places (IIL. i.4; VI iii. 4; VIII, iii. 7; IX. i139; and XII.i.8). Of these 
references, except one (VI. iii. 4), all the rest refer to the Siddhamtas and 
can easily be attributed to Jaimini, the author of the Pirva-Mimazsa- 
Siitras. But the reference to Jaimini in the Siitra VI. iii. 4, as it repre- 
sents the prima facie view, is doubted whether it refers to the same Jaimini 
of to some other Jaimini. Had he been identical how could have it been 
possible for him to hold simultaneously both the prima facie view and the 
Siddhanta view regarding the same topic ¢ Moreover, while commenting upon 
the rest of the Siitras, Shabara adds the word ‘Acdrya’ to the name of 
Jaimini, while in the present case, he simply says ofa afaft: aera at 
and omits the usual term of respect. Similarly, although the name of 
Jaimini is not mentioned in the Sitra VI. iii. 1, yet Shabara attributes 


a 
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the view eXpressed therein, which is the prima facie one, to Jaimini, and 
there also Shabara omits the use of the usual term showing respect. 

It is concluded from all these that there were two Jaiminis—one, 
the author of the existing Pirva-Mimarhsi-Stitras and the other, who 
was also a Mimarhsaka but not identical with the author of the present 
Sitras. The other Jaimini is certainly earlier than the present Siitrakara. 
There was also an astrologer of the same name who wrote a Sitra-work 
on Astrology. 

Regarding the view that as it is impossible to name one’s ownself in 
his own work he two cannot be identical, it may be said that there is no 
incongruity in it; for there are innumerable instances in Indian literature 
where such references are found. Perhaps this is an Indian characteristic 
of expression. 

Almost all these Pre-Jaimini Mimadmsakas, whether they had written 
any work on Mimazhsa or not, were, undoubtedly, great teachers of Mima- 
msa who had their independent views on the school. It is also just possible 
that he who was a Mimarhsaka might have beena Vedantin too. It is 
corroborated by the respectful references of the various Acaryas in both 
the systems. 

KASHAKRTSNA AND APISHALI 


Besides these, there were many more Mimarhsakas who lived and 
taught before the beginning of the Christian Era and who have been men- 
tioned in our earlier works, although Jaimini does not make any reference 
to them. For instance, the names of Kashakytsna and Apishali, as teachers 
and perhaps founders of independent schools of Piirva-Mimarhsi, are found 
in the Vyaékarana Mahabhasya and the Panini’s Sitra (vide Mahabhagya, 
IV, i. 3, 14, and Pa Sa. VI. i.92). In fact, these two teachers must have been — 
very old. Apishali is, undoubtedly, older than Panini himself, Both 
of these two Mimarsakas were great Grammarians and perhaps, were au- 
thors of some work also. 

On the basis of these references it may be said that the Principles of 
Pirva-Mimarhsai were systematised long before Jaimini; for, the various 
views of the various Acaryas would not have been so very clear and distinct 
without it. Besides, the expressions, like—Apishali Mimamsa, Kashkaytsni 
Mimamsa,* etc. from the mouth of Pataiijali, would have never been, other- 


*Patafijali tells us that a Brahmani studied ‘@rarpced’, that is, araraferat 
matat AraATaT—vide Mahabhasya IV.i, 3; TV.iii. 2. pp. 111, 311, Benares Edition, 
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wise, possible. This is further supported by the fact that in the Apastam- 
badharmasitra we find several Sitras similar in substance to the Jaimini- 
yasittras. A few instances are given below to illustrate the above: 


APASTAMBADHARMASUTRAS JAIMINIYASOTRAS 
1. afate actrearqarrarerarend faa waatet coraafae GATT 
: —I. 1.4. 8. —I. iii. 3. 


2, faafrta aferoerat afta: 
—I. 11. 30. 90. 
3. aa g tequefeaa: sqfet a4 afert sift: geaeq aca fecard- 


areanfer—l. 4. 12. 11. warfaraacat—I1V. i. 2. 
4, Siitra—I. 1. 4. 9-10. gaa aft safearor 1 sitferes- 
waa —egeartea—L. iii. 4. 
5. agrt ¢ sariwarea afer warrnreatatr Fa—. iii, 11. 
warafacraa:—Il. 4. 8. 13. arefaaatq—l. iii. 12. 


aaraa=a—l. iii. 13. 
aaa a atafaaraanrearet 


—I. i. 14. 
6. aaft facarqatenfafaargata- adarat at fafesincarg aeatfacr- 
fae:—II. 6. 14. 13. qate:—VI. vii. 30. 
7. Tet wares: Aegfaaay | way THATACH—VI. i. 15. 


araifa arara:—ll. 6. 13. 11-12. 
8. frat searera: ad, aA aeeaTT =| fat sf frararar waare watt: 
wararq—l. 4. 12. 9. eae watseary welhTer 
—XIL. iii. 19. 


Besides these, there are several other similarities between these two Sittra- 
works. Shabara, Kumirila and other later writers have very often referred 
to the Siitras of Apastamba. It is very difficult to say whether Apastamba 
was influenced by Jaimini or he flourished earlier than Jaimini and had some 
other Sitra-work of Piirva-Mimazhsi before him. However, it is certain 
that Jaimini was not the first systematiser of the Principles of Pirva-Mi- 
marhsa. The Guru-Parampard tradition found in several later works also 
supports the antiquity of the system. Parthasarathi Mishra in his com- 
mentary on the Shloka-varttika, called Nydyaratnakara (p. 8), says that 
Brahma, Indra, Prajapati, Aditya, Vasistha, Parashara, Krsnadvaipayana 
and Jaimini were the teachers of Mimarhsé one after another. Rama- 
krgna, in his conmentary, called Siddhanta-candrika, on the Shastradipika, 
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reads Agni in place of Aditya, and says that according to others Mahe- 
shvara should be substitute in place of Brahma. The third view is that 
the first teacher of Mimarhsa was either Brahma or Maheshvara who 
taught to Prajapati. The latter had four pupils—Indra, Aditya, Brhas- 
pati, and Manu. Manu taught to Vasistha who, in his tum, taught to 
Parishara who taught to Krsnadvaipayana and he, in his tum, taught 
to Jaimini (vide Mimamsasttrarthasangraha by Parameshvara). 

About the personal history of Jaimini we know from the Pancatantra 
that he was crushed to death by an elephant (vide II 36). From the 
Bhagavata Purina (XII. vi 55) we learn that he was taught Samayveda- 
sarhsita by his teacher Vyasa. He, in his turn, taught the same to 
Sumantu. 


Regarding the date of Jaimini, Prof. Jacobi thinks that he cannot 
be earlier than the second century A.D. ; for he, being a contemporary of 
Badarayana, was quite conversant with the theory of Shinya advocated by 
Nagarjuna in the second century A.D. Dr. Keith holds that he cannot be later 
than 200 A.D., but not much earlier. But Prof. Jacobi’s argument is not 
quite correct. The reason is that though Nagarjuna was a great advocate 
of Shunyavada, yet it is quite wrong to hold that he was the originatorof the 
theory. One can easily trace the theories of Shinya and Vijiiana, which 
came to be associated with the Buddhist thought later, even to some of the 
oldest: Upanigads and also to the works of Ashvaghosa and other ancient 
Pali works (vide Introduction to the Hindi Translation of Ratnaprabha, by 
Mm. Gopinatha Kaviraja, p. 3). So the fact is that these Buddhist thoughts 
in some form or other did exist long before Nagarjuna could record them in 
his Karikas. Hence, the above view is untenable, Again, it is believed that 
the earliest commentator of the Piirva-Mimarhsi-Siitras is perhaps the 
Vrttikhara-Upavarsa ; and as he, according to the critics,is placed long before 
Patafijali, we may easily push back the date of Jaimini to a period earlier 
than 200 B.C. at least. 


References—i) Jacobi—Date of Indian Philosophical systems— 
Journal of American Oriental Society, XXXJII; ii) Journal of Oriental 
Research, Madras, Vol. III; iii) M Hiriyanna’s Introduction to Naiskar- 
myasiddhi, Second Ed. ; iv) Indian Antiquary, Vol. L—Jaimini and Bada- 
rayana; V) Dr. Keith’s Karma-Mimamsa. 


The Pirva-Mimazhsa-Sitra is divided into 12 chapters, each chapter 
devoted to one particular topic, due to which it is also called Duadashalaksani. 
There is also a belief that there are four more chaptersof the Jaiminiya-siitra 
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known as the Sankarsa-Kanda but this portion has not yet been verified* 
(vide—Text. pp. 11-13). Like other Siitra-works, each chapter is divided 


into certain Padas. Now, there are certain peculiarities regarding this 
Siittra-work :— 


(1) Unlike other Siitra-works, the number of Padas in each chapter 
is not fixed at four, which might have had some special convention 
about it. Here, we have four Padas in Chapters I, II, IV, V, 
VII, VIII, IX, XT, and XII; while Chapters IIT, VI and X have 
each 8 Padas 

(2) In no other Siitra-work there is so much repetition of any Siitra, 
either in full or in parts, as here. For instance, the Stra ‘fagaat- 
aT=q’ occurs 30 times; again, the Siitra ‘ear araTaaaaqy occurs 
24 times, of course, in each case of repetition, the meaning changes 
according to the context; while the Sitras fagaiamd, Ji 7 
fogeind, fegra, qwaiqera, aa a fegaiad ant at 
soa, fare Z qed wad, etc., etc., have also been repeated 
several times. 

(3) In order to illustrate Mimarnsa topics even the Siitrakara takes 
help of instances from phenomenal life (vide IV. i.6). 

He is also said to be the author of a work called—Chandogyanuvada 
(pada?) cf. wassifafada oraharae—Tantravarttika, I, iii.2(5) Some 
also attribute the authorship of a Shrautasitra and a Grhyasitra to him 
(cf. Keith, pp. 4—5). 


The special field covered by Pirva-Mimazsa is an enquiry into the 
nature of Dharma, duty of man, and topics directly or indirectly connected 
with it. The twelve topics are—1) Means of knowing Dharma, 2) Diffe- 
rentiation among Action (Karmabhed1), 3) Auxiliaries (Shesatva) ; 4) Mutual 
subserviency among Actions (Prayojya-Prayojakabhara) ; 5) Order of Se- 
quence (Krama) ; 6) Qualification of a sacrificer etc. (Adhikdra) ; 7) Sa- 
manydatidesha, meaning that there are details in connection with other 
sacrifices; 8) Vishesatidesha, meaning that such and such details appertain to 
such and such sacrifice ; 9) Modification of details (ha) ; 10) Exclusion and 
Inclusion (Badha and Abhyuccaya) ; 11) Common, Centralisation (Tantra) ; 
and 12) Uncommon, Decentralisation (Avépa). 


*The work, bearing the title—Sankarsa-Kdanda along with the commentary 
called Bhdtta-candrikaé published from Benares, is not the authentic work. 
Devaswami’s Commentary on the Sarkarsa-Kanda may throw more light on 


the problem. 
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The first three chapters were translated into English by Sir Ganganatha 
Jha which was published in the Sacred Books of the Hindu Series from 
Allahabad in 1916. The whole of the Jaiminiya-sitra (I—XII Adhyayas) 
was translated into English by Pt. Mohanlal Sandal, and was published from 
Allahabad. Dr. Ballantyne also translated the first Pada along with the 
Shabarabhasya, as early as 1851. 


UPpavARSA AND BopHAYANA 


After Jaimini it appears that no other independent work was written 
on the system. There have been, undoubtedly, great scholars, but they have 
all based their contributions upon the Jaiminiya-siitras though they have 
given ample evidence of their originality in their commentaries. We have 
not as yet been able to unearth any work on the Siitras between Jaimini 
and Shabara, but from the various references found here and there we think 
that there were at laest two commentaries called Vritis by Upavarsa and 
Bodhayana. Shabara himself makes references to- Upavarsa with great’ 
reverence in his Bhasya and it is believed that the reference to the Vrttt- 
grantha is a reference to Upavarsa’s Vrtti. 


Regarding the personality of these two writers there have been diff- 
erent opinions amongst the critics. Mm. 8. Kuppuswami Shastri holds 
that they are identical personages, but it appears from the reference to 
them in the Prapancahrdaya that they were not identical. Both of these 
two authors wrote separately on Jaiminiya-siitras (vide Prapancahrdaya, p. 
as Trivandrum Sanskrit Series Ed). This Bodhayana is perhaps the same 
39, that on whose Vrtti Raimanujacarya has based his Shribhasya. 


The date of these two is as much in dark as their life-history, Nothing 
can be said with any certainty except that Upavarsa lived before Shabara. 
Dr. Ganganatha Jha places him before the Christain Era (vide Text, p. 14). 
The same date may be fixed for Bodhayana also, as most likely, they were 
contemporaries. 


BHAVADASA 


After these two Vrttikaras, we come to Bhavadasa who also wrote a 
Vriti on the Siitras. This assumption of ours is based on the single evidence 
of the Prapancahrdaya, which definitely says that Bhavadasa preceded 
Shabara. That Bhavadasa wasa great Mimathsaka, who wrote a commen 
tary called Vrtté on the Sitras, is also quite evident from the Shlokavarttika 
and its commentary by Parthasarathi Mishra. While commenting on the 
Kariki—quraty Forfaq wifrarteafaa: verse 33), Parthasarathi says— 
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ao Sa—aaaranat Taetey’ Even Kumirila himself refers to him in 
the Shlokavarttika—ranrafras + atfrarrdaat: | aqarareafesar wa- 
art afetart’” (pp. 21-22). 


Regarding Bhavadasa’s view we can only glean from Kumirila that 
he thought that the terms 44 and a: in the first Siitra should be read 
together, so that both together may give us the meaning of AMT (after). 
Again, we are told by Kumirila that Bhavadasa split up the fourth 
Siitra into two parts—i) aera Teresa ear afar aa Teaaty and ii) 
afafidt faaarierarcart—the first half gives us the definition of 
Pratyaksa, while the second half speaks of the unauthoritativeness (amraT=) 
of it regarding Dharma. So says Parthasirathi—aaaracga feat Beat 
wea saan ‘area fata cae) ‘afafra’facatte 4 
wer ad seatafaerat area (pp. 133—34), Shabara, Kumirila and 
their followers all rejected these views of Bhavadasa. 

SHaBaraswAml1 


We now come to the great Bhasyakara of the Jaiminiya-sitras, His 
Bhasya is the first complete work that we have got on the Jaiminiya-siitras 
before us. As for the personal history and date of Shabara we are still in dark. 
The tradition current amongst the Panditas is that he had six sons—one 
from his Brahbana-wife, named Varahamthira, the great Indian astronomer ; 
from the Ksattriya wife he had two sons, Raja Bhartrhari and the King 
Vikrama : from his vaishya-wife he had the great Vaidya—Haricanda and 
Shanku, and lastly, from the Shiidra-wife he had Amaru. Nothing can be 
based on his tradition with any certainty. He has referred to, in his Bhasya 
the names of Katyayana, Varttihakara (X, viii. 4), Manu (J. i. 2), Panini, 
Pingala (I. i. 5) ; Sphotavadino Vaiyakaranah (1. i. 5) and many more. But 
none of these helps us much to fix his date. So Dr. Ganganatha Jha thinks 
that if his relation with Varahamihira be believed in, we may say tha the 
lived before 400 A.D. which is the probable date of the great astronomer. 

It is said that his original name was Adityadeva which he changed to 
Shabara when he disguised himself as a forester for fear of Jain persecution. 
Dr. Jha, on the basis of certain facts from his Bhasya, suggests his being a 
Northerner. Dr. Jha even goes so far as to say that he perhaps lived in 
Kashmir or Takgashila (ride Introduction to his English Trans., No more 
him we know. A few facts gleaned from his Bhasya are given below which 
are quite interesting and also may help us to come nearer the truth regarding 


his native place: 
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(1) The text ‘TeATGael ATatsTaATafeT (Lili. 9) meaning—Cows run after 
the Baraha (Shata Bra. 4,4.3.19)—quoted by Shabara refers to a custom, 
regarded as a religious duty, which falls on the day following the Dipavalt. 
This is even now prevalent in Mithila where it is called Hurahurz. 


2) Shabara says—“In the case of pegs in the wall we find each of them 
severally serving the purpose of supporting the hanging noose” (LL. ii. 1). 


(3) The text—‘qaer after y=sita, af anf yssia aa aft ahaa 
meaning one should eat Satstika (a kind of grain having black husk, called 
Gamhayi, in Mithila) with milk ; if eats Shali ‘paddygrains), he should mix 
curd with it (IL. iii. 1). This indeed refers to the practice prevalent even 
now in Mithila that people eat Sastika with. milk and shali with curd 
(Dahi-Cura). 


(4) The text—‘anfara: aaté ua carfrat ataa’ (IIL. i. 2), meaning— 


Born slave is purchased for the sole purpose of working for the master— 


refers to the custom of slavery existing in North-East India for a very long 
time. 


(5) The text—carafaaur yg arise’ (ILI. i. 13), meaning—Cleanses 
the Soma-vessel with ‘the hem of the garment—tefers to the practice preva- 
lent amongst the ladies in the North-Hast of India. 


(6) The text—afafaarafarat + afsarear’ (Vili. 26), meaning that 
birds should not be eaten by one who is aftafaq—shows that birds were 
regularly eaten in those days and which was known to Shabara. 


(7) Again, the text—anfequarargizaadl wiafraer:’ (VIL i. 12), 


meaning that Devadatta should be fed on rice, pulse, meat, and sweet-cakes 
(apupa)—shows that he lived in that part of the country where the above- 
mentioned things were eaten during meals, 

(8) Not only meat as an ingredient of food was known to him but he 
Imew the details of fish-eating too. For instance, the text—@ waferd 
art feat arta: qaet a qeerto fat? waft frafiarea a ae 
waft: | wlraq—aat are oa oat eae) | raf ayo 
waft aarft wat ae a aHeaa’ (X. VIL. 66), meaning—‘When several 
things are spoken of as accomplishing the same purpose, they are always 
regarded as mutually incompatible; and things that are mutually 
incompatible cannot function jointly ; as in the ordinary world ; for insta- 
nce, when it is said ‘one should not eat fish with milk” the meaning is thet 
“even though the fish be possessed of excellent qualities,yet itis not eaten 
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with milk” clearly shows that he was very familiar with the process of 
fish-eating. 

(9) The sentence—atafa wt: qad—arat <aradiifa, araf a Prat 
(aat) eas: Gearat ar’ (VIL.i. 7), meaning—‘Though the colour is poken 
of in connection with the cloth,—in such sentences as’—‘one colours the 
cloth’—, and it is also done or produced in the cloth,—yet it does not 
subserve the purposes of the cloth; subserves the purposes of man or 
woman (who wears the cloth), indicates that he knew that both man and 
woman, put on coloured cloth. I do not think that man puts on coloured 
cloth either in Kashmir or in the North-Western side. 


(16) Again, the statement—‘argrnisfafacnra: aaraaet afeaaa’ (VIL 
1,8), meaning that ‘when it is said, that a Punjabi (Bahika) has come as 
guest, prepare for him barley-meal’ shows that though he was aware of the 
manner of showing hospitality to the guests of the Punjab, yet we think 
that he would have given this information to non-Punjabis who did not 
know the above-mentioned custom. Had he been an inhabitant of the 
Punjab, perhaps he would not have found any opportunity to convey this 
information to others. 


(11) The instance—“the cooking of rice is of one kind, while that of 
molasses is of a totally different kind ; so that the man who has learnt the 
cooking of rice cannot know how to cook molasses” (VII-ii-20), shows that 
he must have Jived in that part of the country where cooking of both the 
rice and the molasses were known and he also knew the difference between 
the two methods. 


(12) The statement—‘attat af acatseraerieay’ (IX. iv. 32), that is, 
one should put curd into cooked rice and then eat it’—refers to the custom 
of eating cooked rice and curd together (Dahi-bhata of Mithila). This very 
idea is repeated again when he says that—‘Devedatta should be fed with 
curds, clarified butter and rice’ (X. vi. 22). 


(13) Lastly, we find that the eating of oil like clarified butter, has been 
repeatedly referred to by Shabara. For instance, he says “Just as when oil 
or clarified butter is drunk,—though this drinking is ephemeral, yet it brings 
about strength, improvement of intelligence, memory and so forth” (VII. 
i. 5) ; again he says—‘‘Yajnadatta should be fed with oil; the purpose that 
is served in the food by the clarified butter is in the latter case understood 
to be served by oil; hence, even though it is not asserted in so many words 
that the food should be lubricated with oil, yet the oil serves to exclude the 
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clarified butter (and no other substance)” (X. ii. 66) ; again, he says—for 
a month Devadatta is to be fed on clarified butter and oil” (X. vi 5); again, 
he says—‘“‘the oil is used for the purpose of lubricating the food”. “Yajnadatta 
should be fed like Devadatta with oil’ (X. vi 22); again, he says—“feed 
Yajnadatta with oil,” ‘“‘oil is mentioned as of use in the feeding”—“TIt is to 
be used in the place of clarified butter, the purpose of which alone can be ser- 
ved by oil, etc.” (X. iii. 16). In those days when there was no scarcity of 
pure clarified butter, even then that he repeatedly mentioned the custom 
of using oil for food shows that he must have lived in that part where oil 
was much in use. It is but natural thas ingredients of food like rice, fish and 
oil should go together. Even now we find it so in Bengal and Mithila. 

(14) In one place he says—‘there are certain illnesses which appear at 
fixed intervals, namely, the Terian and the Quartian ague (Z'rtiyakashcatur- 
thakdshea)—(VI. i. 5. Undoubtedly, he must have lived where malerial 
diseases were quite known. : 

(15) He refors to a Vedic custom of cooking coarser rice in curds and the 
finer rice in boiled milk (IX. iv. 41). Now, this is what is exactly the custom 
in Mithila where the former preparaton is called ‘ghoracaura’, while the 
latter is known as ‘khira’. 

These are some of the facts referred to by Shabara in his Bhasya which 
may suggest a nearer appoach to his place of residence. 

Besides this Bhasya, he also wrote a commentary on the Sankarsa 
which is clear from his own words (vide his Bhasya X. iy. 32; XII. ii, 11). 

One more characteristic of hisBhasya is that in many places he refers 
to the worldly customs in order to explain the Vedic injunctions, which 
shows the importance of the worldly instances even in Pirva-Mimamsa, 


The Shabarabhdsya has been edited in full, thrice—l) from the Asiatic 
Society of Bengal, Calcutta ; 2) from Vidyavilasa Press, Benares ; and 8) 
from Poona, in the Anandashrama Sanskrit Series. All the editions are 
more or Jess of the same nature. This Bhasya has just been for the first 
time translated into English by Dr. Jha and published in 3 volumes in the 
Gaekwad’s Sanskrit Series. The first Pada of the first Adhyaya has been 
also printed from Madras and Chowkhamba, Benares. These are well edited 
along with the Brhati and the Rjwimala. Reference: Jacobi-Journal, 
American Oriental Society, Vol. XXI. : 

BHARTRMITRA 
Before coming to the great Varttikakaéra Kumarila we should know 


something about Bhartrmitra whose views have been referred to and refuted 
4 
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by Kumarila himself. As interpreted by Parthasirathi Mishra, Bhartrmitra 
introduced many apasiddhantas (wrong theories) into the system and thus 
made it a Ndstika system. Parthasarathi says that Bharirmitra taught 
that there is no fruit—good or bad—accruing from the performance of nitya 
and prohibited acts—which is a wrong view. He wrote a commentary on 
Mimamsa according to Parthasarathi (vide Framniacrnit wd frarfe- 
<frarft srreamifa frat ete., Nyayaratnakara, pages 3-4). Again, while 
discussing the nature of ‘shrotra’ (the auditory sense-organ), Kumirila says 
that ‘it is this Samskara (modification) of the auditory sense as the means of 
apprehending sound, that some ‘Panditammanyah’ (thinking themselves to 
be learned) hold to be the auditory sense which, according to Parthasirathi, 
Kumarila attributes to Bhartrmitra and others (vide Shloka, p. 763). On 
this very question, Jayanta Bhatta quotes Bhartrmitra in his N yayamanjar? 
(p. 213, Vizia. Ed.). Again, he too, like Kumirila, retorts Bhartrmitra’s 
view in the following words ‘aq agfaaeria dent atari aeengaa 
fafa wftsery (p. 226). Yamunicarya in his Siddhitraya also refers to 
one Bhartrmitra (p. 6). Mukula Bhatta also refers to one Bhartrmitra in 
his Abhidhavrttimatyka (p. 17) ; and most probably, they refer to one and 
the same person. 


On the basis of these references, we may say that Bhartrmitra flo- 
urished earlier than Kumiarila. 


One more point we learn about Bhartrmitra from the Shlokavarttika 
(vide Cutraksepaparthara, verse 14), as explained by Parthasarathi, regarding 
the result accruing from the performance of the Citra sacrifice, that according 
to him the result accrues in the very life-time of the sacrificer, which, of 
course, Kumarila does not believe in. 


KumArina BoattTa 


Kumiarila Bhatta, variously Inown as Kumiarila Swamin or Mishra, 
Tatata Bhatta, is one of the greatest scholars that India has produced. 
As a Mimamsaka, perhaps, his position is unchallenged. At that time, 
Buddhism, which has been, since its very inception, a great enemy of the 
Vedic ritualistic culture, had spread its influence far and wide in the country, 
The Buddhist University of Nalanda was then in a flourishing condition 
and there were a large number of Buddhist thikners all over the country. 
They were attacking Hindu religion, philosophy and culture vehemently ; 
and it was but necessary to refute their views for bringing about the downfall 
of Buddhism. It was also a fact that instead of all the Royal patronages 


> 


Magli. 


Kumarila Bhatia 21 


due <a the various corruptions, Buddhism was on the point of declining. 
To It was a very opportune moment for Kumirila to take his cudgle 
fe eIneb Buddhism and criticise its viewpoints, and which he did so well in 
meraenenly works—Shlokararttika and Tantrararttka. Such was the con- 
dition of the country when Kumirila flourished. 


7 : here are many stories recorded in the Shanrkaradigvijaya and the 
Tihetian works regarding the nature of controversies which were carried on 
} otween Kumirila and the Buddhist Philosopher, Dharmakirti. In one place 
we are told that Dharmakirti, desirous of Imowing the secrets of Hindu- 
ism, lived with Kumarila in disguise and having learnt all the secrets from 
him challenged the Hindu orthodox Phillosophers in open debates, defeated 
them and converted them to Buddhism. Kumitila also was likewise de- 
feated. Then the tradition says that Kumirila, also in disguise, learnt all 
the secrets of Buddhism from Buddhist monks and then defeated them in 
open challenge, Thereby Kumirila committed a great sin against his own 
guru also whom he defeated in debate ; and for the expiation of which he came 
over to Prayiga where he burnt himself alive on the banks of the Tribent, 
the only method of expiation for such a sin. It was here that the great 
Shankaracarya met him when Kumiarila was half-burnt and expressed his 
desire to bring him (Kumirila) back to life which Kumarila did not like 
(vide wExfeftas, VII). 


This was perhaps the reason why Kumirila’s knowledge of Buddhist 
Philosophy was much more profound and accurate than that of the Great 
Shankaracarya even, which is quite evident from the study of their indi- 
vidual works. Anyhow, the place of Kumarila is unique in Indian thought, 


About his native place it is very difficult to say anything definitely. 
Some hold that he was a native of Southern India. But it is much more 
probable, so says the tradition, that he was a Brahmana living in North 
Bihar—Mithila, in Northern India ; and from here he went to the South 
also. It was, therefore, so very easy for him to fight against the Buddhist 
crusaders who lived on the borders of Mithila. Anandagiri in his Shan- 
karavijaya also says that he came from the North. He uses the word ‘Ud- 
akadesha for the North. In fact, the term which means “Place of Water” 
is very vague and cannot give the exact information. Mithila, which is 
also known as Tairabhukti (meaning those who lived or that desha which 
was situated on the banks of the rivers, so says the Brhadwisnu Purana, 
Mithilakhanda, ‘eat yaaerrat Tay afer: | ARG yPtaT Ica 
a: afenadittet adsaeardt aca eae Sa: TATA’), 
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may also be called rightly ‘udakadesha’, and this being the place of hundreds 
of Mimarhsakas in later centuries and also being quite close to the home 
of Buddhism, seems to me to be the native place of Kumirila Bhatta also. 
This will also be in keeping with his relations with Mandana Mishra who, 
as both Anandagiri and Madhavacarya hold, also most probably came from 
Mithila, 

We learn from the Tibetian sources that Kumirila was a family man 
and had a large number of rice fields and five hundred male and five hundred 
female slaves. No more about his personal history is known to us. He 
had perhaps a son named Jaya Mishra. 

Regarding his date, Tarainatha, the Tibetian Lama, in his History 
of Indian Buddhism, says that Kumiarila was a contemporary of the Tibe- 
tian king Srong-tsan-Gampo who ruled over Tibet in the 7th century. Again, 
that he had controversy with Dharmakirti, whose date is about 635 A. D, 
and after, also lends support to his being in the 7th century. Next, Bhava- 
bhiti, who calls himself Kumarila’s pupil, lived in the court of Yashovarman 
of Kanauj who ruled about 730 A. D. which also suggests that Kumirila 

lived towards the end of the 7th or the beginning of the 8th century. His 
Teference to the lines of Vakyapadiya of Bhartrhari who died about 650 
A. D. shows that he lived sometime after him. From all these it appears 
that Kumarila, who was a senior contemporary of the Great Shankara, 
lvied sometime towards the end of the 7th century. 

Professor 8. Kuppuswami Shastri holds that he lived between 600 
and 660 A. D. (vide Introduction to the Brahmasiddhi). Dr. Jha makes 
him a junior contemporary of Prabhaikara whose date he thinks to be be- 
tween 600 and 650 A. D. 

He is-the reputed author of the Shlokavarttika, the Tantravirittka, 
and the Tuptikd, the well-known three parts of his commentary on Shabara’s 
Bhasya. Besides, he is also ascribed to be the author of one Brhattika 
and another Madhyamatika. According to Parthasarathi Mishra, Kumirila 
himself refers to his Byhat(tka in the Shlokavarttika, Sutra 5, Arthdpattipa- 
riccheda, verse 9 (vide, AatITaaAUMTAaTeIITIS A: TARTAR ‘attarfa- 
afer facatfear ‘aedtarai’ afar eeare—seraraifeafir ) . 

Shlokavarttika is a commentary in verse on the first Pada, generally 
known as the 'arkapada, of the first chapter of the Shabara-Bhasya. So 
it deals mainly with the Philosophical topics according to Pirva-Mimiazhsa. 
He refutes the Buddhist view particularly on almost all the Philosophical 
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topics. As his own views have been given in the body of the text itself, 
under different heads by the author of this very work, Dr. Jha, it is 
needless for me to repeat them here. T shall, however, refer to some 
other points, which are not less interesting from the Shlokavarttika, 
below : 

1. Conception of Moksa; Moksa is possible through the absence of 
the cause of bondage, which is brought about by the exhaustion of the past 
actions (through the experiencing of the results of those acts), It is this 
negative character (abhdvatmaka) which is the cause of the eternality of 
Moksa: And ,he says, no negation (abhdva) can ever be the effect of any 
action, hence Moksa which is of the nature of negation can never be the 
result of Jnana. Regarding the process of the exhaustion of actions, he 
says that for those who have realised the true nature of the Self, all their 
past actions having been exhausted by experience, and there being no sub- 
sequent residue of action, there is no more production of any organic body. 
This is what is required for Moksa (vide Shloka, pp. 670-71, Benares edition). 

In this very connection he says that a desirer for Moksa should not 
perform Kamya and prohibited actions, but he should perform daily (nitya) 
duties and Naimittika actions for the expiation of sins. The performance 
of these two types of action is meant for the annihilation of the demerits 
of previous births. Then alone the wpasana@ regarding the Aiman will anni- 
hilate the previous actions and thus will also help the cause of Moksa (ibid). 

2. Regarding the nature of the Atman, he says that it is self-illu- 
mined. (anHaa yareaisaq) and that it is manifested by itself (vide, 
Sholka, Atmavida, Verse 142). ; 

3. Kala (time), he says, is one, eternal and all-pervasive (ebid, p. 806). 

4. Regarding the existence of a subtler body, called Ativahika- 
sharia, Kumirila thinks that the subtle body, endowed with all sorts of 
subtle forms, suddenly appearing at death to carry the Jiva away and dis- 
appearing at rebirth, is only an imaginary assumption. So thinks, he says, 
Vindhyavasin, an old Philosopher (ibid, p. 701). 

Tantravarttika—This is a commentary on the Shabarabhasya, mainly 
in prose, and runs from Adhyaya I, Pada ii to the end of the Adhyaya II. 
This is an unique work which shows the deep scholarship of the author. Here 
Kumirila has shown his mastery over the other schools of thought as well. 
Below are given some of the noteworthy facts from this book: 


1. He believes in the creation and the dissolution of the universe 
p. 28, Benares edition). 
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2. His acquaintance with the non-Indian language is clear from 
the use of the following words : qd, TH, Ta, THAT, TAAL, ATS, AAT 
(ibid, p. 65). etc. 


3. Regarding the nature of Mimamsa, he says—it is based upon 
the Vedas, upon ordinary experiences, and also upon direct Perception 
and Inference base upon these, and its has been reared up by an unbroken 
line of sceintific teachers (p. 50). 


4. Putting on of the sacred thread is a godly sign (p. 123). 


5. He quotes several instances showing the transgression of the 
tules of the Dharmashastra which were found even in his own days. Thus, 
he says— 

(i) the Brahmanis of Mathura and Ahicchatra drink wine ; 

(ii) the people of the North carry on the business of giving and accept- 
ing in gift, buying and selling loins, horses, mules, asses, camels 
and such other annimals who have got two rows of teeth ; 

(iii) the people of the North are also used to eating in the same dish 
with their wives, children and freinds ; 


(iv) the people of the South marry daughters of their maternal-uncles 

and partake of food while sitting on chairs; 

(v) Besides, among the people of the North as well as of the South, 

(a) partaking of food left by one’s friends or relations, (6) taking 
of betels touched by the people of all castes, (c) the non-washing 
of the mouth after meals, (d) wearing of clothes brought directly 
from the back of the washerman’s ass, (c) and keeping in society 
of people committing the greatest crimes, with the sole exception 
of killing a Brahmana were very common (ibid, page 183). 

6. Akasha, Dik, Kala, Atman and Paramanu are all eternal, like the 
Veda (p. 236). 

7. He knew the Dravidian language so well that some have gone 
so far as to say that he was a Dravida (vide p. 157), which is, of course, not 
correct. He also finds fault with the use of the term Andhra, as used by 
Shabara and suggests that it should have been Dravida (p. 591). 

In the Shlokavarttika, Kumarila is found to differ from Shabara re- 
garding the nanifestations of sound (p. 786), and, in the Taniravaritika he 
says that Shabara has omitted the interpretation of six of the more impor- 
tant Siitras (pp. 915-16). 


| 
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Tuptika is the third part of his commentary on the Shabarabhisya. 
It is very brief, and does not give us, like the first two parts, hosts of infor- 
mation or view-points. 


Kumirila’s writings are all very lucid and his criticisms of the views 
of the opponents are quite convincing. He has, in both the Varttikas, 
shown enough originality of thought and interpretation. He has suggested 
many new lines for explaining the knotty points and has finally thrown 
aside all the objections of the Buddhist. Indeed, his contributions have 
been an unique one. We do not know as yet anything about the contents 
of his other works. 

Both the Varitikas have been translated into English for the first 
time by Dr. Ganganatha Jha and have been published in the Bibliotheca 
Indica Series. The Sanskrit text of the Shlokavarttika was first printed 
in the Kashividydsudhanidhi, a Sanskrit Journal which used to be published 
from Benares. Then it was published along with the Nyayaratnakara of 
Parthasarathi Mishra in the Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Benares. Then 
another incomplete edition of it has appeared along with the commentary 
called, Kashika, of Sucarita Mishra, in the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series, 
Trivandrum. Recently, another incomplete edition of it, along with the 
commentary of Bhatta Ubmeka, called Zatparyattkd, has been published 
by the University of Madras in its Sanskrit Series. This commentary 
extends only up to the Sphotavada, The Tantravarttika has been so far 
published twice, first in the Benares Sanskrit Series, Benares, and then in 
the Anandashrama Sanskrit Series, Poona. Both the editions are defective 
and it is very necessary to have an editon of this most important work with 
the help of all the available materials. The Twptika was first published in 
the Benares Sansrit Series, Benares, and then from Poona. 

It will not be out of place to mention that according to a manuscript 
found in the State Library Alwar, Kumirila, to the sorrow of all leamed 
men, could not complete his Shlokavarttika and died. It was, therefore, 
at the instance of his patron Shiva, called Chatrapati, son of Shahaji of the 
family of Bhosali, Vishweshwara alias Gaga Bhatta, son of Dinakara, 
grandson of Ramakrsna, great grandson of Bhatta Narayana, completed 
it. This work is known as the Shivarkodaya. 

Of the various commentaries on the Shlokavarttika, the earliest is 
the Tatparyapika by Umbeka Bhatta. It extends up to the Sphotavada 
only. This has been recently published in the Madras University Sanskrit 
Series. It is held that Kumiarila had a son, named J aya Mishra, who wrote 
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a commentary on his father’s work in continuation of the work left unfini- 
shed by Umbeka. The only manuscript of it is with the Madras University 
which was discovered alongwith that of Mandana Mishra’s work (vide In- 
troduction to the Tatparyattka by Umbeka, page V). But the most impor- 
tant commentaries on the Shlokavarttika are the Kashika by Sucarita Mishra 
which has been partly published in the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series and the 
Nydyaratnakara by Parthasarathi Mishra. The last has been published in 
full in the Chowkhabma Sanskrit Series, Benares. This is the only good 
and complete commentary which is available to us on the Shlokavarttika. 
Although Kumirila had a long list of followers, yet we do not find that more 
than a few commentaries were written on his works. Hither some of them 
are lost and so we have not got them or there were only a few. 


The YLantravarttika which is his magnum opus, on the other hands, 
seems to have attracted a larger number of commentators. Thus, we have 1) 
Nydyasudha, generally known as the Ranaka, also called Sarvopaharini, 
by Someshwara Bhatta, son of Bhatta Madhava. It is the most popular 
commentary on the work. It has been published in the Chowkhamba 
Sanskrit Series, Benares. 2) Bhavartha by Kamalakara Bhatta, son of 
Ramakrgsna and Uma. This commentary was written in censure of the 
Rinaka (vide A TOT eased saa fafaee agaifgacata cet 
frag wat qatq saad ater a: fearaadtaag | faraea ae farefa card 
HASH | 3) Mitaksara by Gopaila Bhatta. 4) Ajita by Paritosa Mishra, 
a Ms. copy of it is in Dr, Jha’s Library. 5) Subodhant by Annam Bhatta, son 
of Tirumalacairya of the Raghava Somayaji family. It is also called 
Sudhidharé and Rinakojjivant. 6) Nydyapardyna by Gatgadhara Mishra, 
7) Parthasarathi Mishra also is said to have written a commentary on it 
which has been referred to by Krsnadeva in his Zantracidimani. But it 
appears that it is the same as his Mimimsaénydyaratnamdld, and in. that case, 
it cannot be called a commentary on the Tantravarttika. But it is just 
possible that the name of his commentary on the Tantravarttika may be also 
the same ; and if it is so, then, it is a separate work. One Ramanujacarya, 
quite different from the author of the Shribhasya on. the Brahmasiitra, has 
written a commentary on this commentary of Parthasarathi, which is called 
Nayakaratna or Nydyaratna. 8) The author of the Shastradipika tells us 
that Mandana Mishra also wrote a commentary on the Tantravarttika (vide 
faad Saqqusda, etc, Hl. i. 1, p. 101, Nirnayasigara Press, Bombay 
Edition.) 9) Bhavadeva Bhatta also wrote a commentary on it. 
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Though the Tuptika is not so important, yet it has attracted great 
scholars to write commentaries on it. The most important of which is the 
Tantraratna by Parthasairathi Mishra. This is a very eleborate commentary. 
It has been partly published in the Saraswatibhavana Sanskrit Text Series, 
Benares. The other one known so far is the Vartikibharana Venka- 
tesha of the 17th century. It seems that the Tupftka is also called Laghu- 
varttika. The other commentary on this Laughuvaritika is the Laghunya- 
yasudha, by Uttamashlokatirtha. 


Kumiarila became so famous for his scheoarship that he founded a 
school of his own with a large number of followers. 


ParBHAKARA MISHRA 

The more important, intelligent and independent interpreter of the 
Shabarabhasya is Prabhaikara Mishra. He is generaly calleed ‘Gurw’. 
He was, according to the ancient tradition, the pupil of Kumarila and 
many stories are current about his relation with Kumarila amongst the scho- 
lars (vide Text, pp. 15-16). There has been much controversy regarding 
this question in our own days. Sir Ganganatha Jha thinks that Prabha- 
kara was senior to Kumirila and the two were perhaps contemporaries. 
The reasons are: 1) Prabhikara’s commentary called Brhati is a comment 
on the Shabarabhisya in the strictest sense of the term. He has therein 
simply explained the Bhisya, and has nowhere criticised it; nor has he 
tried to criticise others’ views mostly, while Kumiarila has criticised Shabara 
in several places and has given his own original interpretation of several of 
the Siitras. It is felt that had Prabhakara written after Kumarila, he would 
have said something either in support of or against Kumirila’s views. 
While Kumivrila, on the other hand, is found to have refuted some of the 
views found in the Brhati. 2) In point of style also Prabhakara shows dis- 
tinct signs of his being older than Kumiarila. The style of Brhatt resembles 
that of Shabara in its natural grace, simplicity and directness (vide Text, 
pp. 15—20). But there are other scholars, such as Mm. Pt. Kuppuswami 
Shastri of Madras, who think that Prabhakara is a younger contemporary 
of Kumiarila (vide Proceeding of the Third Oriental Conference, 1924), and 
so Pt. Shastri has placed him between 610 and 690, while he has placed 
Kumirila between 600 and 660 (vide Introduction the Brahmasiddht, p. 
lviii). Dr. Jha is quite in agreement with Prof. Keith’s view and has placed 
Prabhikara betwween 600 and 650. We do not know practically 
anything about his personal hisotry . Pt, Pashupatinitha Shastri agrees 
with Dr. Jha’s view. . 
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Prabhakara also, like his contemporary Kumirila, wrote a very faith- 
ful commentary on the Shabarabhasya, which is known as the Brhatt. He 
became very famous and founded a school of his own in the system. His 
school came to be recognised as the Prachhakara School or the Guru School. 
Both these two Mimarhsakas—Bhatta and Guru—became so very promi- 
nent that they eclipsed the name and fame even of the great Jamini and 
Shabara. In fact, these two became the founders of the two different schools 
of Piirva-mimirsi in much more systematized form. Almost the entire 
later Mimarhsi literature came to be based on these two authors. Even 
those who coming after them wrote direct commentaries on the Jaimini- 
yasitras belonged to either of these two schools. Practically, the entire 
system of Pirva-Mimarnsi—became monopolised by these two schools ; 
and henceforth, the system became for a few centuries split up into two— 
one as the Bhatta School and the other as the Prabhakara School, to which 
the third school was added by Murari Mishra II, whose views are known 
as the Mishramata, in the 15th century. 


Prabhakara wrote, it appears, two commentaries on the Shabara- 
bhasya—one is called Vivarana, also known as the Laghvi, while the other 
is called Brhatt, which is also known as the Nibandhana (vide Journal of 
Oriental Research, Madras, 1929, pp. 281—91). According to the Sarva- 
darshanakaumudi by Madhava Saraswati (Ms. fol. 122), the Vivarana 
consists of only 6000 shlokas, wnile the Nibandhana consists of 12000 
shlokas. Upon both these works, Shilikandtha Mishra has written his 
commentaries, which are named the Rjuvimalad and the Dipashikha 
respectively. Of these two, the Brhali is found up to the middle of 
Adhyaya VI only. The Tarkapada section of it has been published from 
Madras and Banares along with the Rjuvimala-Pafcika, 

In the main body of the present text, Dr. Jha has given us the com- 
parative views of both these two schools on almost on all the topics and 
it is needless to dwell upon the same again here. So I will only refer to some 
such points which have been noted by me in course of my studies and per- 
haps not included in the body of the text. They are: 


I. They believe in the determinate knowledge also (Brhatt, p. 53, 
Madras Ed.) 
2. Sadrshya—resemblance—is a distinct category (bid, p. 107). 


3. Inference and Analogy have been recognised as distinct means 
of cognition (ibid,. pp. 107-108). 
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4. Negation is not a distinct Pramana (ibid, p. 118). 

5. He believes in the theory of the Sathara: for, according to him 
only Laukikas, that is, the Tarkikas, believe in the distinctive nature of 
cause and effect (ibid., p. 83). 

6. Cognition is self-valid. It does not require another means of 
cognition to support its validity (ébid, p. 84). y 

7. Motion is, according to Prabhakara, an object of Inference 
(aqrerawafaranqarated frarfey, p. 98), so he differs from the Vaishesika 
according to whom it is cognizable through direct perception (vide—WeT: 
afer... a... aTeatfor, Vai. Si. IV. i. ii), 

8. Akrli is a category and it depends upon the usage of an old man 
carried on through the methods of Agreement and Difference (#44- 
safatarra aff) which requires the help of Pratyabhijna (ibid, pp. 328-29). 

References ; 1) Prabhakara, JRAS, Bengal, Vol. IV, New Series. 
2) Kumiarila, JRAS, Bombay Branch, 1903, New Series. 3) Mm. Pt. 
Gopinatha Kaviraj’s Introduction to the English Translation of the Tan- 
travarttika by Dr. Jha. 4) Pt. Ramaswami Shistri’s Introduction to the 
Tattvabindu 5) Works of Prabhakara by Dr. T.R. Chintamani, JOR, Madras, 
1929. 6) Prabhakaras—Old and New, by Mr. Hiriyanna, JOR, Madras, 1931. 


Manpana Misara 

Tradition, as current amongst the Sanskirtists, makes Mandana M ishra 
a very great scholar of Pirva-Mimamsa. According to the Shankaradi- 
gvijaya, he had his Shastrartha with the great Shankara who defeated the 
former and converted him to his own faith, and renamed him. sureshwara- 
carya, the famous author of the Varttikés. But this identity is still regar- 
ded as doubtful by many eminent scholars of the country. Even Dr. Jha 
himself is doubtful about this equation. But the difficulty to reject the 
tradition is that there is no definite proof against it. Thus, according to 
the tradtion he was a Maithila Brahmana who lived at Mahismatt (the 
present Mahisi in the district of Bhagalpur), I is believed that at the 
time of his controversy wih Shankara he was fairly old, while Shankara was 
only a youth. According to Anandagiri, he was the husband of Kuma- 
rila’s sister ; while, according to another tradition, he was a disciple of 
Kumirila. It appears from all these that he was a contemporary of both 
Kumirila and Shankara. Mm. Pt. 8. Kuppuswami Shastri has fixed his 
date between 615 and 695 A.D. Pandita P. V. Kane, however, who does 


not believe in the Sureshwara and Mandana equation, has placed him 
1 


30 Mimamsi—Kusumanjali 
between 690 and 710 (vide his History of the Dharmashastra, Vol. I,. pp. 
252—64). 

Anyway, it is a fact that Mandana Mishra was a very great Mimam- 
saka of the Bhatta School. He was also recognised as a profound scholar 
of the Advaita school of Vedinta. The wellknown work of his is the Brah- 
mastddht which has been recently published from Madras. Amongst his 
contemporaries and, also later on, he had very great influence. 


His works on Mimarhsa are: 1) Vidhivireka where he discusses the 
import of the vidhi-lin. Here he refutes the standpoint of both Bhatta 
and Guru. It has been printed along with a commentary of vacaspati 
Mishra I, called Nydyakaniki, from Banaras. 2) Bhavanaviveka. Here 
the author discusses the topic of Bhavana which is so very important in 
Mimarhsa. This has been commented upon by Umbeka. Both the text and 
Umbeka’s commentary have been edited by Dr. Jha in the Saraswatibha- 
vana Sanskrit Series, Banaras. Regarding this Umbeka, the entire truth 
is still shrouded in mystery. I ‘would simply refer to be very fine note on 
him by Dr. Jha in the introduction to the Bhavamdviveka. It has also been 
commented upon by Bhatta Narayana. 3) Vibhramaviveka, which deals 
with the five types of Khydtis, has been edited by Mm. 8. Kuppuswami 
Shastri in the Journal of the Oriental Research, Madras. 4) Mimamsanu- 
kramayika. It is in verse written Adhikarana-wise. This is a very useful 
book for recapitulating all the topics of the Adhikaranas of Pirva-Mimammsa 
Its utility has been enhanced by the addition of an easy and elucidative 
running commentary called, Mimamsamandana, by Dr. Jha. It has been 
published in the Chowkhabma Sanskrit Series, Benares. 5) Sphotasiddhi. 
Tt has been written, it seems, in defence of the theory of Sphota against the 
Varnavadins. Here the author even criticises the views of his own guru— 
Kumarila. As a Vedantin, Mandana is the author of 6) Brahmasiddhi, 
Upon this, vacaspati I wrote his Brahmatattvasamiksa which is perhaps lost 
for ever. The Brahmasiddhi has been very recently published from Madras 
with a very elaborate Introduction by Mm. 8. Kuppuswami Shastri. 7) 
Naiskarmyasiddhi which has been well edited by Prof. Hiriyanna in the 
Bombay Sanskrit Series. 8) The most important works are his two Var- 
itikas on the Bhasya of Shankaracarya on the Byhadiranyaka and the 
Taittiriya Upanisads. 

Almost all the works of Mandana are quite stiff and it becomes di- 
fficult to follow him easily. Fortunately, we have got fine comments on 


almost all his works. 
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References ; i) Introductions to his published works, specially to the 
Brahmasiddhi, and ii) Introduction to Umebeka’s commentary. 


UMBEKA 


Umbeka was a great Mimarhsaka. He has been identified with Man- 

dana Mishra by Vidyaranya in his Shankaradigvijaya (VIL 111—117) where 
it is said that Umbeka was the popular name of Mandana (@a>4 WaT 
afe & sara: gaat avsafasarat farferaaalt fasiat aferr fat 
wafad fad card... saa saPaferes faces oeda araanteteaam, 
etc.). Again, in support of this we have the statement of Pratyagriipa 
Bhagvat ‘wayfreras:’ (vide his commentary on the Citsukhi, p. 265, 
Nirnayasigara Press, Bombay Edition); and lastly, we have the famous 
verse—4 am Sfafeg, etc., of Bhavabhiiti in place of the Mangalacarana in 
this commentary on the Shlokavarttika. But against this there are strong 
arguments to disprove the equation. Thus—i) we cannot always rely 
upon the shankaradigvijaya: ii) Citsukhacirya in the same breath refers 
to both Bhavabhati and Umbeka (a fe gara va aarenatfetianarafacat 
ara wats waufe:, Tat Agra, etc., p. 265) which shows that 
Citsukha knew them to be two different persons; ii) Umbeka has com- 
mented upon the Bhdvandviveka of Mandana Mishra. In this com- 
mentary in several places Umbeka notes differences in readings (vide 
pp. 17, 28, 63, 77, 81, 82), and in three cases, at least, he prefers only 
one of the readings and rejects the other (vide pp. 28—a arata; 77—xht 
% wit: wWe:; 82—a wht). Now, had Umbeka heen the same as 
Mandana, the author of the text, then there wasno ground for any such 
references to and preferences in the readings ; iv) Regarding the so-called 
Mangala verse, it is enough to say that there is no point in having that 
verse in any form in the beginning of his Commentary. Some one by 
mistake might have put it there, and which the later scribes or editors 
have preserved. Hence, it is needless to try to establish any equation 
between these two writers. Similarly, the view that he had relations with 
Kumirila or Prabhakara cannot be supported on any sound reasoning. 


Umbeka wrote a commentary, called Tatparyatika, on the Shlokavarttika 
extending up to the Sphotavada. It is genorally brief and quite elucidative. 
It, refers to atfraras-araa (p. 112), afeare and sqag (p. 123), faanfas 
(p. 179), -zafgaztea: (p. 38), Tararé (p. 39) and feaqt, etc. Ho denies 
aenraate (p. 48), STURITHAT art TTREA: (p. 49), srated ata afeesatetT 
feat afd: (p. 49), ateact ata srara (p. 50), atarerncrarl sarod 
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(p. 50), sataafata aed wit a=sfs (p. 130), etc. Ithas been published 


. in the Madras University Sanskrit Series. Its Introduction is quite good. 


His another work is a commentary on the Bhdvandviveka of Mandana. 
It has been published in the Princess of Wales Saraswatibhavana Texts 
Series. It is a good commentary and explains the terse language of Ma- 
ndana very well. In this, several Karikis from Bhatt-pada are quoted. 
In one place he says that Ahkasha is not imperceivable and that it is per- 
ceived has been already made clear before (a aad TA:, Toate 


at ahrnfatcang—p. 85). Again, he says that Akasha is the substrate 
(p. 27). 


SHALIKANATHA MISHRA 


Shilikanitha Mishra is generally believerd to be the direct disciple 
of Prabhakara, The only reason advanced in support of this is that he, in 
several places, says—' TATE: « But the reason is not at all convincing ; 
for had he been a direct pupil he would have named his guru quite in a diffrent 
way. He must have added to Prabhikara’s name some word showing 
due reverence to his guru ; while here in the benedictory verse of the Rj- 
uvimala, he only says—“qneaTa: TaTH<y”’. So the relation that they 
want to establish is not free from doubts. According to Pandit Ramaswami 
Shastri and Mm. §; Kuppuswami Shastri, Vacaspati Mishra I quotes from 
the Rjuvimala-Paficika (vide Introduction to the Tattvabindu, p. 48) of 
Shalikanatha Mishra. It being so, we can easily place him before the 9th 
century ; and hence, he cannot be a contemporary of Udayanicarya as 
Mm. Pandit Gopinatha Kaviraj thinks (vide Saraswatibhavana Studies, 
Vol. VI, pp. 167-68), Shalikanatha himself quotes two verses from the 
Vidhiviveka (pp. 243, 302) in his Prakaranapafcika (p. 178). So, he must 
have lived after Mandana and before Vacaspati Mishra I No more about 
him we know. Again, if the term Gaudamimamsaka (vide Udayanacarya’s 
Kuswmagaliprakarana, p. 466, Biblio. Ed.) really refers to Shalikanatha 
as the author of the Paficikd, as interpreted by Varadaraja Mishra, in his 
Bodhani on the Kusumiafijali (p. 123), then we can say that he belonged to 
the province of Gauda which at that time extended even beyond Bengal. 


_ He is the author of the two commentaries on the commentaries of 
Prabhakara, namely, Dipashikha on the Laghvi and the Rjuvimala-patoika 
on the Brhati. He himself makes a reference to these two commentaries, 
which he names the Paficikadvaya, in his third work, the Prakaranapancika 
(p. 46). All his commentaries are called Paficika, which led people to call 
him as the Paacikakara. Of these three Paftcikas, the Bjuvimala-Pancika 
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has been partly printed along with the Brhatt from Madras and Banaras. 
The Prakarana-Paficiké has been published long ago from Banaras ; while 
the Dipashikha is still unpublished. Prakarana-Paitcika is a very important 
work on the Prabhakara School. It gives us the views of the school on 
almost every topic. In fact, it is indispensable for the comprehensive study 
of the Prabhikara school. Its language is simple and lucid. Simplicity 
and lucidity are really the most important characteristics of Shalikanatha’s 
writings. A commentary on the Prakarana-Paftcika was partly published 
by the late Pandit Kifijawadekara of Poona. But for his Rjuvimala, the 
Brhatt would have remained mostly unintelligible. There is another work, 
called Mimamsabhasyaparishista, which is also attributed to Shalikanatha 
Mishra (vide Introduction to the Tattvabindu). - 


VAcaspati Misora I 

The renowned author of the Bhamatt on the Shankarabhasya on the 
Brahmasitra was also a great Mimarnsaka. He was a versatile scholar and 
wrote commentaries on almost every school of thought. Panditas are 
also of opinion that he wrote on the six non-orthodox schools also. About 
his personal history we have simply to depend upon the traditions current 
amongst the Panditas who hold that he was an inhabitant of Mithila, 7 yj_ 
locana was his guru. A king named Nrga was his patron (vide the end of 
the Bhimati). This king, they say, ruled over Mithila before the Karnataka 
king Na@nyadeva, about 1019 A.D. He had no issue and in order to perpetuate 
the memory of his wife, he named his commentary after her name—Bhdamatt 
Ratnakirti, a Buddhist logician, author of the Apohasiddhi and the Ksa- 
nabhanga-siddhi—small treatises, refers to Trilocana’s views (vide Six Bud- 
dhist Nyaya Tracts, pp.13 and 58 and 70 respectively). He also refers to 
Vacaspati (vide Ksanabhangasiddhi, p. 58). Now, according to Mm. Har. 
aptasada Shastri, Ratnakirti lived before 983 A.D. So-both Trilocana ang 
Vacaspati must have lived long before 983 A.D. Vacaspati himself, in hig 
Nyayasucinibandha, says that this work was composed in 898, thay is, 
841 A.D. : 

His well-known work on Mimamsa is his commentary on the Vid- 
hiviveka, called Nyayakanika, which was wrongly taken to be a Nyaya work 
by the late Mm. Dr. Satishcandra Vidyabhisana. Although Vacaspatj 
mostly wrote commentaries, except the Tattvabindu, yet he has shown ample 
originality in almost every commentary. He has given us his own inde. 
pendent views on almost all the systems. So, he is generally called 


aqdeacqaea and also ateaeatadtararc. 
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He discusses in the Nydyakanika many important philosophical topics, 
such as, the Satkaryavada where he gives about seven reasons in support 
of it, the Asatkaryavada, the Khydtis, validity of dream cognition, Tamas 
as a substance, and several Buddhist topics. According to him, Mandana 
Mishra refers to the views of the old followers of Prabhikara in several 
places [Hea Taeafa (p. 109), TeeararHerarars Weras: (p. 96)], 
which indicates that Prabhikara must have lived long before Mandana, 
and consequently, before Kumiarila also, if his relations with Mandana be 
accepted as valid. In the Tattvabindu, which is an independent work of 
his, he mainly discusses the processes of the Shabdabodha according to various 
schools and he himself closely follows the view-point of the Bhatta school. 
Tt is needless to mention that he is equally authoritative in almost every 
system of thought. 


Nyayakanika has been commented upon by Parameshwara (vide 
Mss. Cat. No. 10606, Oriental Library, Govt. of Madras). Both of his works 
have beon published. 


DevaswAMI AND Sucarrra MIsHRA 


We donot know more about Devaswami. That he wrote a commentary 
on the Shabarabhasya is known to us from the Prapaftcahrdaya. He is 
also believed to have written on the Sankargakanda. There is a manuscript 
of it even with Dr. Jha, but we are not yet sure that the text of the San- 
karsakanda is quite genuine. As the Prapaftcahydaya is believed to be a 
work of the 11th century, it may be easily said that Devaswimi must have 
lived before the eleventh century. 


Sucarita Mishra is another important Mimamsaka. He is known to 
us as the famous writer of the commentary, called Kashika, on the Shlo- 
kavarttika. In certain aspects it is more elucidative than the Nydyarat- 
nakara of Parthasarathi Mishra. Ramakrsna Bhatta, the author of a 
commentary on the Shdstradipika pp 30, 47), Pratyagriipa Bhagavan 
(1400), Vedanta Deshikacarya (18th century) refer to Sucarita Mishra and 
his work. A manuscript of this Kashika belonging to the Saraswatibhavana 
Library, Banaras, is dated Samvat 1507, that is, 1450 AD. So he may be 
placed sometime in the beginning of the 12th century. A. portion of this 
commentary has been published in the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series. He is 
believed to have flourished in Mithila. 

Ramakrsna in his Siddhantacandrika says ‘afuarqara fafarret 
frafadt gafeafra:’ (pp. 47, 48). Does this indicate. that Sucarita. Mishra 
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wrote separately a treatise, named fafafaare from Kumirila’s point of 
view ? 


PArrHasARATHI MisHra 


Parthasarathi Mishra was perhaps the most important writer on 
Mimarhsa after Kumarila and Prabhakara. Just as Shalikanitha Mishra 
was a devoted follower of Prabhakara and elucidated the latter’s views in 
his works, so Parthasarathi Mishra was devoted to Kumarila and explained 
the entire Shastra according to Kumirila in his works. Although Par- 
thasarathi is devoted to Kumirila mainly, yet he was equally well versed 


in both the schools [vide afrrrafrrararaacaetettacer: | (saat 
ararefa: sfadrarar ar (?)aashrttrari—arracer Ms. on =axevarar) J. 
He was most likely a native of Mithila. He tells us at the end of his 
Nydyaratnamalad that he learnt the Shastra from his father Yajfidtman 
who was a great scholar (qaqaafrereirqaarertreat: | aa Tat Ae ITT 
faeqa: qrerarefa:—p. 212), Nothing more is known to us about his 
personal history. 


As I have already said in my Introduction to the Mimarnsa-shastra- 
sarvasva of Halayudha that there are two kinds of commentaries on the 
Jaiminiyasiitras: 1). The first type of commentary, however brief it may 
be, is a running commentary on almost each and every Sitra. It is rep- 
resented by the commentaries of Shabara, Prabhakara and Kumiarila and 
others 2) The second type of commentary is that which runs only on the 
main Siitra of each and every section (Adhikarapa), and, by the way, gives 
the substance of other Siitras included under that section. This kind of 
commentary is more popular. Perhaps the earliest commentary of this 
type is that of Parthasarathi Mishra, namely, Shdstradipika. This is a 
very important work on Mimarhsa on the lines of Kumiarila, There is 
hardly any other work of its merit on this system. 

He has been referred to by Pratyagriipa Bhagavan (1400) in his com- 
mentary on the Citsukhi, by Madhavacarya in his Nydyamalavistara and 
vivaranaprameyasangraha, and by'Cidananda Pandita of the 13th century. 
Besides, I have shown in my Introduction to the Mimamsdashastrasarvasva 
of Halayudha (pp. 30-31) that the latter has quoted freely from the Nyd- 
yaratnakara and Shastradipika of Parthasarathi; and as Halayudha was 
the Raja-Pandita of king Laksmanasena of Bengal who ruled over it from 
1170 to circa 1200 A.D., Parthasarathi Mishra must have lived long before 
Halayudha and can easily be placed in the 10th century A. D. (ibid., p. 31). 
Dr. Surendranatha Dasgupta has placed Parthasarathi in. the 9th; while 
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Mm. Pandit G. N. Kavirajaji has placed him in the 13th. But to me their 
conclusions do not seem to be final. 

He has written several standard works. They are mentioned here 
in the same order in which they were written: 1) Nydyaratnamala. This 
is an independent treatise on certain important topics of Mimirhsi. The 
first chapter deals with the adhyayanavidhi in 43 verses with a very lucid 
and elaborate explanatory prose comments of his own on each verse. The 
second chapter deals with the Svatakpramainyanirnaya. I do not think 
there is any other.standard book where this topic has been so well discussed. 
He has carefully examined almost all the then existing views on the topic 
and has given his own Siddhanta. In fact, he has removed all possible 
misunderstandings against the theory of the self-validity of knowledge ; 
so he himself says ‘areafaareasartaieertadt Ba:. The third chapter 
is on. Vidhinirnaya. Here he quotes from Mandana Mishra in support 
of his own statements. The fourth deals ith the theory of Vydpti. He 
discusses the views of almost all other schools and then establishes his own 
Siddhanta that it is the Niyama which establishes the relation between the 
Linga and the Lingin. The fifth chapter discusses the import of proposition, 
The sixth deals with the difference between Nitya and Kdmya actions. Then 
in the remaining five chapters he discusses the various aspects of Angatva 
(auxiliary nature of the acts). The book is well written and the author 
is very humorous throughout. He is very bold in his assertions. 

There are a few points from this book worthy of being noted here: 
1) He believes that a substance is porous and that the chemical action takes 
place in the composite (Pitharapaka), which is clear from the following 
‘MSTA: IMATE: ATTA: «= eaTeqaurfaardeaogary | ferrari’ 
(p. 144). 2) Manas cannot come in contact with things outside the organism 
(p: 59). 3) He believes in four kinds of ‘contact watt, awqarrrara, 
aaraaaaaana, and aaqara. Again, the contact is either due to Kar- 
ey ‘or another contact. He also believes in the ajasamyoga (eternal con- 
tact). 

He mentions in this book Mandana Mishra and quotes from his Vidhi- 
viveka, Tikakarapadah, Vivaranakara and Nibandhakara (p. 148); and 
from his writing it is clear that the Vivaranakdara is different from the 
Nibandhahara (p. 148). Ramanujacdrya, the author of the Tantrarahasya 
of the-18th century, has written a commentary, named Ndyakaratna, on it, 

2) The second work of his is the Tantraratna which has been partly 
edited by Dr. Jha and myself for the Saraswatibhavana Sanskrit Text Series, 
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Banaras. This is although a commentary on the Tuptika of Kumiatila, 
yet in fact, it explains mostly the lines of Shabarabhdsya in its, as has been 
made clear in the foot-notes given by me in the first Part. It is very lucid 
and elaborate in its exposition and a study of it is essential for every student 
of Mimarhsa as Dr. Jha tells us in his brief Prefatory Note. As the author 
himself says—efe araaterat afarra’ (vide Zantraratna, Pt. I, p. 9), it 
must have been written after the Nydyaratnamala. So it cannot be the 
earliest production of the author as Pandit Ramaswami Shastri says (vide 
his Introduction to the Tattvabindu, p. 61). 


3) His next and the most important work is the Shastradipiha. It is 
a commentary on the Jaiminiyasiitras adhikarana-wise. It is the first work 
known to us which elucidates the views of Kumiarila on Mimirhsi. The 
treatment of the subject has been made easier by separating the five well- 
known constituents of an adhikarana (faq: aaqaeaa Wa 1 | 
frotasra fer qarg wmeasfract fag:). He gives us the substance of 
the entire adhikarana in a few verses in the beginning of each adhikarana 
and then elucidates the same in very easy prose. His style and language 
both are marked with simplicity and humour. In a Way, it has surpassed 
the importance of the previous works on the Shastra and has become a model 
work for the later writers. Its importance can easily be imagined from the 
fact that it has attracted a large number of scholars of name and fame to 
write commentaries on it. It is so very comprehensive that by studying 
this single book one can perfectly understand all that the school of Ku- 
marila has contributed to the Shastra. He has criticised the views of Pra- 
bhakara from time to time. He discusses very clearly the views of other 
schools of thought before giving his own Siddhanta. 

He refers to Mandana Mishra, his own Nydyaratnamala and Tan- 
traratna, Shankarabhasya on the Brahmasiitra and the Bhagavadrimayana 
(p. 87, Nirnayasagara, Bombay Ldition). 

The following are some of the more noteworthy views of his: 

i) The four external sense-organs, namely, ghrina, rasand, cakgus 
and tvak are products of the ultimate particles of earth, water, tejas and 
vayu respectively. The auditory-organ, however, is the Dik. 

ii) Manas, which is either of the nature of one of the bhitas or some- 
thing different from these, is not self-dependent in cognising the external 
objects (vide wae ofseaidttaratarrt aratset—idid., p. 36). Its 


function, in cases of memory, is due to Samskara (disposition). It is, however 
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Svatantra (free) only in relation to the qualities of the individual-self (ibid., 
p. 36). 

iii) He believes both in the determinate and indeterminate knowledge 
(ibid., p. 40). 

iv) He says that according to the Mimamsakas a syllogism consists 
of three factors alone—cither the first three or the last three factors of the 
Nyaya-syllogism (ibid., p . 64). 

v) Cognition is inferential (ibid., pp. 56-57). 

vi) Shabda is divided into Paurugeya which is called the Aptavakya, 
and Apauruseya which is the Vedavakya Both, being free from the defects 
of being spoken of by an unreliable authority, are valid—self-valid (ibid., 
p. 72). 

vii) As against the view of the Naiyayikas, he believes that Samyoga, 
existing between any two objects, is not one but two (ibid., p. 103). 

viii) Shakti is a separate category. It has Atman as its substrate 
in the case of sacrifices (ibid., p. 80). 

ix) Between a Jdti (universal) and a Vyakti (individual) there is the 
relation of difference-cum-identity (cf. faaifaactaa qaqa ibid, p. 100). 
So is the case with a composite (avayavi) and its constituents also. 
Thus, a composite represents only a different state of the constituents and 
is not different from the latter (cf. a g faarfra TY...caTeAT 
RICCO ECC Co ce CoC xara —ibid., p. 106). The cons- 
tituents, however, due to their peculiar combination, appear before us as 

~ one composite, and so a particular object thus produced is one, but with 
reference to its constituents it is also many (ibid., p. 107). 

x) The view that the qualities present in a cause produce the qualities 
in the effect, as held by the Nyadya-Vaishesika, is not recognise by Par- 
thasarathi Mishra ; for, he holds that the quality present in the effect is not 
at all different from the same quality present in its cause. For instance, 
it is the very colour of the threads which appears as the colour of the cloth 
and so there is no causal relation between these (ibid., p. 107). 

xi) He does not believe in the variagate-colour (citrarépa) as a dis- 
tinct form of colour (zbid.). : 

xii) The Prapanca (world) is not merely illusory (ibid., p. 110). 

xiii) The Atman is not self-luminous (svaprakasha) ; for, if it were 
so, then the self-luminosity would have been manifest even in the state of 
sound sleep (susupti), which is not the fact (bid., p. 124). 
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xiv) Moksa has been defined as the destruction of the contact of the 
Atman with the Prapajica existing in the form of a physical organism, sense- 
organs and objects of bhoga. It is said to be free from any relation or contact 
with anything and also it is without bliss (cf. faearaeat fraareed Alet— 
ibid., pp. 128-29). As there is the destruction of pain in it, it is also 
regarded as a Purusartha (ibid.). 

xv) During the state of final emancipation the Atman is not asso- 
ciated with the Manas (cf. qaaet FAIS — TAHT T:— ibid, p. 130). 


xvi) Kala (Time) is not cognised by any of the external sense-organs 
independently, but only as an attribute of the sense-objects organs (ibid., 
p. 139). 

It has been commented upon by several standard authors ; for instance, 
1) Somanatha, whose commentary is called Mayikhamalika : 2) Appayya 
Diksita, whose commentary is named Mayitkhavali; 3) Rajacidamani 
Diksita, whose commentary is called Karpuravaritika : 4) Dinakara Bhatta ; 
5) Yajiianariyana, whose commentary is named Prabhadmandala: 6) 
Anubhavananda Yati of the 17th century, whose commentary also is named 
Prabhdmandala : 7) Campakanatha, whose commentary is called Prakasha : 
8) Vaidyanaitha Bhatta, whose commentaty is named Prabha: 9) Ram- 
akrsna, whose commentary is known as Siddhantacandrika, also called 
Yuktisnehaprapirant and Gadharthavivarana, on the Tarkapada only ; 
10) Shankara Bhatta, son of Narayana, whose commentary also is named 
Prakdsha: 11) Kamalikara Bhatta, whose commentary is called Aloka : 
12) Narayana Bhatta, father of Shankara Bhatta, the author of the Pra- 
kasha: 13) Bhimacarya; 14) and Sudarshanacarya, whose commentary 
extending only up to the end of the Tarkapada is called Prakasha.. Of these, 
the commentary of Ramakrsna appears to be the earliset, as he himself 
says in the beginning vorses of his commentary that no one had written any 
commentary on it before him (vide q areadifaarétat wat Haft |r 
Taqateqaearel Ateret: Tawaft), This commentary is indeed very the 
lucid, elaborate and informative. The Mayukhamalika and Siddhanta- 
candrika along with the Gudharthavivarana have been published from 
the Nirnayasigara Press, Bombay. There have been several editions 
of this work. The first and complete edition of it was published by H. J. 
Lazarus and Co., Banaras. This contains only the text. It was edited by 
the late Mm. Pandita Rama Mishra Shastri, Professor, Government Sanskrit 
College, Banaras. He has given a very good introduction and very brief 
ofot-notes here and there. Then came the best edition along with the two 


40 Mimamsa—Kusumaigali 
commentaries from the Nirnayasigara Press, Bombay. Then there is the 
edition of Pandita Sudarshanacarya along with his own commentary called 
Prakasha extending up to the end of the Tarkapada. In this edition the 
author has given a few points of similarity and dissimilarity between the 
schools of Kumarila and Prabhakara. Another edition of the Larkapada 
alone along with the Siddhantacandrika has been brought out from Banaras. 

(4) His last work is the famous commentary on the Shlokavarttika, 
called Nyayaratnakara, a name which is so popular amongst the Mimaimsakas. 
It is one of the best commentaries. Besides explaining the lines of the text, 
it explains the views of the orthodox and the non-orthodox schools very 
clearly before giving his own criticism of their views. His language is marked 
by simplicity and lucidity. This is his last work. He refers to his own 
works Nydyaratnamala and Shastradipiha very often. He has also referred 
to the Brhatttka by Kumarila (p. 452). He also refers to Bhavadisa, Dharm- 
akirti, Bhiksu, Ditnaga and Bhartrmitra. It has been published along 
with the text in the Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Benares. Except the 
Lantraratna which is only partly published, all the rest of his works have 
been published. 

BuavanaArHa Misnra 

Bhavanatha Mishra, also known as Bhavadeva Mishra (vide Varad- 
araja’s Commentary on the Viveka, verse 10 of his benediction), was @ 
great advocate of the Prabhakara School. The only work of his known 
to us is his Nayaviveha which is now partly published from the Madras 
University along with the commentary of Varadaraja. It is an independent 
commentary on the Jaiminiyasiitras. The author does not indulge in 
any literary show or criticism against the rival views (cf. faera faeat 
weet | see waa aes wafaaea:). The author follows 
the trend of thought of Shilikanatha Mishra as found in the latter’s 
two Panjikas (vide—i) neat sfraraa...anfeated sareqa; ii) ofsrea- 
Tartarnigatrada | safe ATT etc,). 

The Viveka is indeed the masterpiece of the author. Though it is 
very lucid and elaborate, yet it is not so easy, andin many places it is 
quite obscure without the help of a commentary. Amongst many others, 
he refers to Shalikandtha, Vacaspati Mishra I and Shrikara. Candra, 
Mimamsaka of the 11th century (vide Dr. Umesha Mishra’s article in the 
Jha Commemoration Volume, pp. 245—46), Murari Mishra II of the 12th 
century (vide Dr. Umesha Mishra’s Introduction to the Ekadashadyadhi- 
karana, Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Vol. X, 
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pp. 235—37,1929), Pratyagriipa Bhagavat of the 14th century and 
many others refer to Bhavanatha and his Nayaviveka. This being s0, 
we may place our author before the 11th century and just after Parthasa- 
rathi Mishra. This disproves the view advanced by some that the author 
of the Viveka and the father of Shankara Mishra of the 15th century are 
identical. No doubt, Shankara Mishra’s father was also a Mimamsaka 
but he was quite different from the author of the Viveka. He was an in- 
habitant of Mithila. 


The importance of this work can be easily gathered from the fact that 
there are several commentaries on this work. Thus, 1( Dipika by Vara- 
daraja, son of Ratganatha, grandson of Devanitha and great-grandson of 
Pranatartihara who was living on the bank of the river named Shukd. 
His teacher was named Sudarshana. It extends up to the T'ripad? section 
only. Part of it has been now published from the Madras University ; 
(2) Shankadipika by a pupil of Ramirya and Govindopadhyaya (vide Hall ; 
p- 180) ; (3) Alankara by Damodara Siri, son of Madhava Yogin (vide Benares 
Sanskrit College Mss. Cat.) ; (4) Vivekatattva by Ravideva of the 14th cen- 
tury ; and Pancika by Shankara, Except of the Dipikd all are unpublished 
so far. 

GuruMsTACARYA CANDRA 

Mahamahopadhyaya Candra was a follower of the Prabhakara School. 
He has made original contribution also to the thought. He was the son of 
Mahapadhyaya Gunarati who was a native of Mithila. He was held with 
great respect by later writers. Murari Mishra II of the 12th century refers 
to his views in his Tripadinitinyanam, Candeshwara Thakkura, the great 
Maithila Nibandhakara, of the 14th century, speaks of him as Gurumata- 
caryah, Shankara Mishra of the 15th century refers to him as Prabhikarat- 
kadeshiyah in his Vadivinoda (p. 53), Jayarama Bhattacarya gives us his 
views in his Nydyasiddhdntamala. From all these references it appears 
that he must have lived before 1100 A.D. 

His works known to us on Mimathsa are : (1) Nayaratnakara a com- 
mentary on the Jaiminiyasiitras. Only a portion of this commentary is 
with the writer. The style of this commentary is simple. (2) Amrtabindu 
—an independent treatise on Mimarhsa. A manuscript of it is in the Adyar 
Library and also with the writer. Candra, amongst so many others, refers 
to Shrikara, Viveka, Vivarana and Panjika. We believed in eleven cate- 
gories, namely, substance (dravya), qualities (guna,) action (karman), gene- 
tality (sémanya), number (sankhya@) itiherence (samavaya), resemblence 
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(sddyshya), energy (shakti), in common with others of the Prabhakara School, 
while succession (krama), auxiliary (wpakara), and impression (samskara) 
as his own independent addition to the above-mentioned eight categories 
vide Dr. Umesha Mishra’s article in the Jha Commemoration Volume.) 


BHAVADEVA BHATTA 
Bhavadeva Bhatta alias Balavalabhibhujanga was a follower of the 
Bhatta School. His native place was perhaps Bengal. Mr. Kane has 
placed his date about 1100 A.D. He has written several works on the 
Dharmashastra. On Mimirhsa, the only work known to us is his commen- 
tary on the Tantravarttiha, called Tautatimatatilaka, Tutala was a pet 
name of Kumarila. This is not yet published. 


Somrsuwara BHATTA ALIAS RANAKA 

Someshwara Bhatta was regarded as a rival of Parthasarathi Mishra 
in the field of Pirva-Mimimsa by later writers. He was the son of Madhava 
Bhatta, He was indeed a great Mimarhsaka and his views have been very 
often quoted though sometimes very adversely criticised also. His Nyaya 
sudha, also known as Sarvopakarini Sarvinavadyakarini, or only Ranaka, 
is a very important commentary on the Tantravarttika. It is very lengthy, 
Sometimes, it indulges into literary shows also. Kamalakara Bhatia 
(1612 A.D.) calls him a plagiarist (Rinakacaurya) in his own commentary 
on the Lantravarttika, It has been published in Chowkhamba Sanskrit 
Series, Benares. His another work, the Tantrasara, referred to by himself 
in his Nydyasudhd, is not yet published. He is placed about 1100 A.D. 


Paritosa MisHra 


Paritosa Mishra was an inhabitant of Mithila. He is the author of 
a commentary named Ajité or Tantratikanibandhana on the Tantravarttika. 
It is easier and perhaps more useful to the readers for understanding the 
Varttika, but unfortunately it is still unpublished. The author is an old 
writer and is generally placed in the 12th century. Anatanariyana Mishra, 
son of Siryavisnu Mishra of the 14th century, wrote a commentary called 
Vijaya on the Ajita. It was therefore that the title of Ajitécarya was given 
to Anantanarayana. He was also a Maithila. Its Ms. is in the Bhandarkar 
Oriental Research Institute and also in the Library of Dr. Ganganatha Jha. 


MurArt Misara 1 


teas: qar:’ has become a proverb in Sanskrit which has got its 
origin in Marri Mishra II, He was one of the greatest Mirharhsakas who 
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were so distinct and convincing that he was regarded as the founder of 
the Third School of Pirva-Mimarsa. Although he held distinct views on 
several topics of Mirhémsa, yet perhaps it was due to his having an inde- 
pendent view on the theory of the Validity of Knowledgé (stareata) that 
he became known as the founder of the Third School (vide Murari Mishra’s 
distinctive views by Dr. Umesha Mishra). 

It will not be out of place to state that the Mirnarsakas in general are 
the supporters of the theory of the self-Validity of Knowledge eqq: sTaTTaTe 
while the Naiyayikas in general are the upholders of the Paratah Prama- 
nyavada. But when we very carefully examine the views of both Kumarila 
and Prabhikara, we find that truly speaking the viewpoint of Prabhakara 
alone is the supporter of the Svatak Praémapya theory. Kumiarila’s view- 
point is somewhat different from the former. Murari Mishra’s view is, 
however, different from both these two, and as he was a great Naiyayika, 
his view is slightly influenced by that system (vide Dr. Umesha Mishra’s 
article in the Proceedings of the Oriental Conference, Lahore). 


Only a few years back his views were known only from references 
found here and there. But fortunately, I could discover two small, though 
very important, fragments of his commentary on the Jaiminiyasiitras in 
1928. They are (1) Tripadinitinayanam and (2) Ekadashadyadhikaranan. 
The former is a commentary—adhikarana-wise on Adhyaya I, Padas 2 to.4; 
while the latter deals with the Tantra and Avapa which form part of the 
first adhikarana of the 11th Adhyaya of the Jaiminiyasiitras, Both of 
these fragments have been printed now. In both there are references to 
Vivarana, Viveka, Patjikaé and Paribhéga and to authors Candra, Bhanga, 
Vindhyavasin, Nandana and Shrékara. These are, undoubtedly, old works 
and authors. As he refers to the Pafijikaé and Candra, he must have lived 
after Shalikanitha an andra. Again, he himself is referred to by Var- 
dhamana, son of Gangesha Upadhyaya, in several of his works; and as 
Vardhamana is palced in the 13th century, Murari must be place before 
him. So I have placed him between the 11th and the 12th centuries. 
Dr. Jha has given his’ views in the text, so it is needless for me to repeat 
them here. 


HanayvupHa BuaTTa 


Halayudha Bhatta, the author of several works bearing the common 
name Sarvasva, was a court Pandita of king Laksmanasena of Bengal who 
ruled over the country from 1170 to 1200 A.D. This helps us to fix the 
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date of Halayudha about this very period. He was the son of Dhananjaya 
and Jani of the Vatsyayana-gotra. He had two elder brothers—Pashupati 
and Ishana. The only work of his on Mimarnsa is the Mimédmsd-shastra 
sarvasva. Jt is an adhikarana-wise commentary on the Jaiminiyasiitras. 
Up to the end of the Pada iv, Chapter ILI, it has been edited by me in the 
Bihar and Orissa Research Society Journal, and it is difficult to say whether 
the work was complete or left at this place. 

This work is very disappointing. It appears from our studies that 
the author did not exert in the Jeast to write it himself. In fact, as I have 
already said in its introduction that the author has copied down verbatim et 
litteratim in almost every adhikarana either from the Shdstradipika or the 
Maniaptorstita, Although he is regarded as a ri a writer in Bengal 


of iret 
NanvDisuwara, CIDANANDA, AND GANGADHARA MISHRA 


These three writers must have lived before the 14th century. Nandis- 
hwara, the author of the Prabhakaravijaya, published from the Sanskrit 
Sahitya Parisad, Calcutta, is a follower of the Prabhikara School. This 
is a good compendium of the Prabhakara School. He refers to two Nathas, 
perhaps Shalikanatha and Bhavanatha, in the beginning of the book upon 
whom he has based his Vijaya (vide atagaraartsfersarea Ha afer). 

Cidananda Pandita is the author of the Nititattyavirbhava which is 
not yet published. The work, however, seems to be important; for, there 
exists a very good commentary on it by Parameshwara, a standard writer. 
He discusses about 44 Vdadas in it and everywhere he follows the treatment 
of Kumarila. He belonged to the South. 

Gatigadhara Mishra was a Maithila. He lived in a village named 
Stmari. He was the son of Bhatta Someshwara. The only work of his 
on, Mimarhsa known to us is a commentary on the Tantra varitika called 
Nydyapardyana (vide TRACT RAT: | TATERISTRAK 
MATT aweratitn) . He was a follower of the Bhatta School. He is 
placed between 1230 and 1300 A.D. 

During the fourteenth and the fifteenth centuries the study of Pirva- 
Mimirhsa appears to have been very popular both in the South and in Mi- 
thila, the two main centres of Mimarmsa. Several writers flourished and 
contributed to the thought. Vedanta Deshika, Madhavacarya, Bhatta 
Visnu, Ravideva, Parameshwara, and many others flourished in the South, 
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In Mithila, on the other hand, it seems that the study of Piira-Mimarnsa 
reached is zenith. We have not been able to write out a complete history 
of Mithila but we know from several sources recorded here and there that 
during the reign of Rani Vishwasa Devi, wife of Raja Padmasimha, younger 
brother of Raja Shiva simha, the patron of Vidyapati Thakkura of the 15th 
century, there was a big gathering of Panditas in the Catushcarana-yajia 
of a tank where about fourteen hundred Mimarsakas alone were invited, 
a list of whose names has been recently unearthed from the private collection 
of a Pandita in Mithila. 
VaDANTA DESHIKA 

He was a great scholar of the Vishistadvaita school. He was born 
in a village near Conjeevaram about 1269 A.D. His: works on Mimarsa 
are: (i) the Mimansa-Padukad, which is written in verse and extends up to 
the end of the Tarkapada, and (ii) the Seshwara-mimamsa the name which 
he gave to his prose commentary beyond the Zurkapdda, The Mimamsa- 
paduké and a portion of the latter have been published from Conjeevaram. 
His position throughout seems to be somewhat influenced by his Vedantic 
thought. 

MApHAVACARYA 

Perhaps the most important figure of this period was Madhavacarya. 
He occupies a unique place in the history of the revival of Vedic Culture 
in the Medieval Period. He is said to have lived for about 90 years, from 
1297 to 1386. His patron was Bukka Raya of Vijayanagram. His con- 
tribution to Mimathsia is the famous Nydyamala in verse along with the 
Vistara in prose. We get in this work the gist of all the adhikaranas in 
very easy and lucid language. The treatment is so good that in later cen- 
turies this book alone came to be recognised as a suitable standard book for 
the beginners. The author gives the views of both the schools of Mimamsa, 
There have been several editions of this from Bombay, Poona and Calcutta. 


BuaTtTs Visnu 
Bhatta Visnu was a Mimarnsaka of the Prabhakara School. The 
only work of his on Mimarhsi known to us is the Nayatattvasangraha, a 
commentary on the Tarhapdda section only. It is not yet published. He 
is placed towards the close of the 14th century. 


Inprapatit THAKKURA 


Indrapati was a native of Mithila. He was the son of Rucipati Upa- 
dhyaya, the famous commentator of the Anargharaghava of Murari Mishra 


46 Mimamnsa—Kusumanjali 

I. Indrapati wrote only one work on Mimarhsi, named Mimirhsipalvala. 
He was the pupil of Gopala Bhatta, Rucipati was a protégé of Raja Bha- 
iravasimhadeva who ruled over Mithila about 1450 A.D. So Indrapati 
‘can easily be placed in the second half of the 15th century. 


GovinpDs THAKKURA 
Govinda Thakkura is the celebrated author of the Kavyapradipa. 
He flourished in Mithila in the family of Budhawdadas, in a village named 
Bhadaura. Keshava Thakkura was his father and Sono Devi was his mother. 
he was born about 1478 A.D. On Mimarhsa he wrote a work called Adhi- 
karanamala (vide atom qamt word sais | aTeTAfaaoat 
TifaraisfractaeaTa) « 
DrvaNATHA THAKKURA 
Devanatha Thakkura was the son of Govinda Thakkura, the celebrated 
auther of the Kavyapradipa and the Adhikaranamala. He had seven more 
brothers who were all great scholars. He was living in La. Sam. 4431562 
A.D. when under his orders a manuscript of Paksadhara Mishra’s Aloka 
was transcribed (vide wo # ¥¥3 Aaata Unlaeat ae AeMeeTHcsAaaara- 
ASITAT TATA Waa fafa). His only work on Mimiathsa is the 
Adhikaranakaumudi. Here the author has explained the meaning of those 
adhikaranas which are very useful for the correct’ interpretation of the 
Principles of the Dharmashastra (vide avareasfracoafrartyrarcry | 
fagar @aaraa faded fraeay). He was a native of Mithila. 


RAMAKRSNA BHATTA 

Ramakrsna Bhatta was the son of Madhava and Prabhavati. Madhava 
left his native place and came to Benares along with his wife. Ramakrsna 
was born at Benares. He became a great scholar of name and fame. 
He has given every detail of himself in the beginning of his commentary 
on the Shdstradipika. His only work on Mimiathsa is the Siddhanta- 
candrikaé, a commentary on the Shdstradipika which he wrote at 
Benares in 1543 A.D. His was the earliest commentary written on the 
Shastradipika. It is a very fine commentary but unfortunately, we have 
got it only up to the end of the Tarkapada. 


fe RaGHuNATHA BHATTACARYA AND ANNAM BHATTA 

The only work of Raghunatha on Mimarhsi is the Mimdasmsdratna 
which deals with Pramana, Prameya and Vidhi. A manuscript of his Pra- 
meya section was found in the private library of Kavindracirya Saraswati 
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of Benares, a contemporary of King Shah Jehan. So, he can be easily 
placed in the 16th century. He appears to be a Bengali Pandita. 
Annam Bhatta is wellknown for his small primer on Nyaya-Vaishesika, 
named Tarkasangraha and its Dipika. He was the son of Tirumala Acarya 
who was a great scholar of the Advaita system. On Mimarnsa he wrote 1) 
Subodhini, a commentary on the Tantravartthd, 2) Ranakaphakkikavyakhya, 
also known as the Ranakojjwvint, a commentary on the Nyayasudha of Some- 
these Mimarhsi works has been published. He was indeed a scholar of 
name and fame. That he lived at Benares is clear from the well-known 
line which has now passed into a proverb—@rafpraqarat area 


fast :—which means that a man does not become a great scholar like Annarh 
Bhatta simply by going to Benares. 
VARADARAJA 

Varadaraja was a famous writer of the Prabhakara School. He was 
the son of Ranganitha, grandson of Devanitha and great-grandson of 
Pranatartihara. He lived on the bank of the river Shuka in the South. 
His guru was Sudarshana. His work on’ Mimizhsa is a commentary, called 
Dipiké, also known as the Arthadipika or Varadaraji, on Bhavanatha Mishra’s 
Nayaviveka. It is based on the tradition of the Prabhakara School. It is 
very easy and lucid. The author was well versed in Jyautisha, Vaidyaka 
and Vyakarana (vide, qefer Teadt saifad aeaasfr sfrafaaeantaaas 
qeaared etc.). He refers to Candra and has been himself referred to by 
Somanatha Diksita of the 17th century. He is thus placed in the 16th 
century. ; 

It appears that he was criticised for his commentary called Dipika 
which led him to remark at the end of his work, like Bhavabhiiti’s utterance 
—i ara aFafee, ete.— 

want aseare facafe sar: efrefet & 
fast ara: canfanfoorarater frre | 
a aTafeta wferett gy aaernfent 
wfrorea a istiseapaeaaredas: | 
AppayyA DIxstra 


There is hardly any important branch of Sanskrit Literature which 
was neglected by Appayya Diksita. There are very few scholars to whose 
credit we can ascribe the authorship of over hundred works. He was indeed 
a great genius. He was the son of Rangarajadhvarin and grandson of 
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Acarya Diksita. His younger brother was Accina Diksita. He belonged 
to the Bharadvija-gotra. His father was a contemporary of Krsnaraja, 
king of Vijayanagar. 

His works on Mimarhsa are: 1) Vidhirasayana in verse with a comr- 
mentary in prose, called Vivekasukhopayojant. This has been written 
according to the views of Kumiarila (wde aq gatfeenarqaifeor fated 
fafacaat wari cvaernafaenerdt agama fafaeqt). It has been 
published in the Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Benares; 2) Upakrama- 
parikrama ; 3) Vadanaksatravali, which is also called Vad snaksatramald, 4) 
Mayukhawali ; 2 commentary on the Shastradipika ; 5) Citrapata; and 6) 
Dharmamimamsaparibhasa. 

It is said that after coming to Benares from his native place in the 
South when Appayya Diksita showed his Vidhirasayana to Khandadeva 
Mishra, the great Mimarhsaka, then living, the latter praised his scholarship 
very much. Mm. Pandita Gopinatha Kavirajaji thinks that Bhattoji, 
the great grammarian, read Vedantra under Appayya Diksita. Scholars 
have now placed him between 1520 and 1593. Except the Vidhirasayana 
the Vadanaksatramala (published from Madras) all the rest of his works 
are unpublished. Shankara Bhatta wrote a criticism on the Vidhirasayana, 
called Vidhirasdyana-disana. 

References ; 1) Life of Appayya Diksita—Introduction, to the Yadavab- 


hyudaya, Vol II, Vanivilas Press, Madras ; 2) Introduction to Purva-Mi- 
marhsa by Ramaswami Shastri ; 3) Catalogue of Mimazhsa Mss. in the Benareg 


Sanskrit College Library. 
VisavINDRA TIRTHA 


Vijayindra Tirtha was a contemporary of Appayya Diksita. His 
works on Mimarnsa are: 1) Nyayddhvadipika, 2) Mimamsanaya--kaumudi, 
and 3) Upasamharavijaya. The first two are the commentaries on the 
Jaiminiya-siitras. He was the pupil of Surendra Tirtha. He is a very 


simple writer. None of his works is published. 


VENKATESHWARA DIKSITA 
Venkateshwara Diksita was the son of Govinda Diksita and Naga- 
mamba and the teacher of Rajacidamani Diksita. The only work of his 
on the system is the Varttikabharana, a running commentary on the Tuptika, 
This is said to be a very lucid and elaborate commentary. He was a con- 
temporary of Appayya Diksita. He was called ‘aqaraeqaea’, aaaraTa’, 


ete. Rajactidamani tells us about him in his Tantrashikhimani—afea 


— 
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MaasTeTAPaT: FT Mega wdaracaeaa: i...aaht 
‘qeadiatar war ‘waterataaa’ | eqétaran: sat tar aifaarremfaar’ ete. 


NArAyANA Buatta I 


Narayana was the son of Matrdatta, a great Mimamsaka. He was 
the follower of the Bhitta School and wrote two works on Mimarhsa : 1) 
Lantravarttikanibandhana, a commentary on the Tantrayaritika, published 
and 2) the Mdna-section of the work known as Manameyodaya, published 
from Adyar, Madras. The latter deals with the Pramanas according to 
Kumarila. With its simple and easy flow of style the book is very 
interesting. It is mainly written in verses which have been also explained 
in simple prose. He quotes from Byhattika of Kumarila a line (vide p. 126). 
He was a devotee of Lord Visnu and had a long life. He is placed 
between 1587 and 1656. 


References ; 1) Indian Historical Quarterly, IX, 1933, 2) Introduction 
to the Prakriyasarvasya by Narayana, published in the Trivandrum San- 
skrit Series, and 3) Introduction to Pirva-Mimatsa by Ramaswami Shastri. 


LaueAxsi-BHAskara AND BuaTTa KrsHav 


Bhaskara of the Laugiksi family flourished towards the end of the 
16th century. There has been a difference of opinion regarding the priority 
and posteriority of Laugiksi and Apadeva, the author of the V. ‘yayaprakasha. 
Mm. Pandita Cinnaswimi Shastri and Dr. A. B. Keith are of opinion that 
Laugaksi lived later than Apadeva and utilised freely the latter’s work 
for his Arthasangraha. But there are critics, like Pandita Ramaswami 
Shastri, Dr. F. Edgerton and others, who hold just the opposite view. In fact, 
there are several passages in the Nydyaprakasha which appear to have been 
copied verbatim from the Arthasangraha. So it appears that Apadeva was 
much influenced by Laugaksi’s work. 

He was the son of Mudgala and grandson of Rudra (vider Indian Logic 
by Dr. Keith, p. 38). He was, perhaps, like so many other Bhaskaras, 
a native of Southern India. The only work of is on Mimarnsa is the Arth- 
sangraha. Itis an elementary book which is so very useful for the beginners. 
Due to its easy and simple style the book has become so very popular amongst 
the Sanskritists. 

It has been commented upon by Rameshwara Shivayogi Bhiksu, 
pupil of Sadashivendra Saraswati who was the pupil of Gopalendra Saraswati. 


‘This commentary was written at Benares. This commentary along with 
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the text has been published from Benares. Jivananda Vidyasigara also 
has written a comentary on it which too has been published from Calcutta. 
Another commentary on it is by Krsnanitha Nyayapancinana which also 
has been published from Calcutta. From Bombay and Benares also there 
have been other editions of this text. Dr. G. Thibaut had published his 
English Translation in 1882. 


Bhatta Keshava flourished in the family of Laugiksi who wrote 
Mimamsarthaprakasha which is a short summary of Mimirhsi. It has been 
published in the Grantha Pradarshani, N. S., Vizagapatam. He quotes 
the views of the Utkala-mimamsakas ( p. 14). 


NArAvyana Buartta IT 


The Bhatta family of the South domiciled at Benares became very 
famous by producing a number of scholars well versed in Mimirhsa and 
Dharmashistra. Nariyana Bhatta, son of Raimeshwara Bhatta, was 
one of those celebrated Panditas of that family. His mother’s name was 
Uma. Although he was one of the foremost scholars of Mimiarhsi as 
described by his son' qearasarrarracaan’, HATTA TTT A, 
yet we do not know of his any other work except a commentary on the 8th 
Chapter of the Shastradipika. He was born in 1513 A.D., and a manuscript 
copy of his commentary on the Vrttaratnakara is dated 1546, and hence, 
he can easily be placed in the first half of the 16th century. He was a devotee 
of Raghupati. A very interesting and important incident of his life’ was 
that he was responsible for the re-consecration of the idol of Shri 
Vishwanaitha at Kashi after it was demolished by the Muslims (vide 
arat Tafafagdt wradt faeaeacaraey | fag aPaaa Fars TAT Aear- 
TaTATa & 11) 

Saanxara BuaTTa I 


Shankara BhattaI was the son of Narayana Bhatba, grandson of 
Rameshwara Bhatta and great-grandson of Govinda Bhatta, domiciled 
at Benares (vide P. V. Kane’s History of the Dharmashastra, Vol. 1. He was 
the author of several works on Mimaimsa: 1) Prakdsha, a commentary on 
the Shastradipika. 2) Mimamsa-Bala-prakasha. Tt deals with all the topics 
of Mimamsa in brief. It has been published in the Chowkhamba Sanskrit 
Series. 3) Mimamsda-sarasangraha which is complete in 250 verses. The 
authorsays at the end of this work that the Acarya has described this Shastra 
in one thousand adhikaranas which Bhatta Shankara has described in one 


thousand Padas in this work (vide— arrears  aeaTeaht | 


| 
| 
| 
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aq faa weeetteearstisreaa i). It should be expressed that 
there is a belief that Jaimini wrote his Sitra-work and divided it into 
one thousand adhikaranas. But the said number of the adhikaranas 
is not found in the Siitra-work. Somehow this number is completed with 
the help of later works which is clear from this book. This has been published 
from Benares in the Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series. 4) Vidhirasdyanadisana. 
It was written in refutation of the views of Appayya Diksita as given in the 
Vidhirasdyana. The first and the last works are not yet published. He 
lived in the second half of the 16th century. 


NinakanTHa BuaTTa or Dixsrra 

Nilakantha Bhatta was the son of Shankara Bhatta I, grandson of 
Narayana Bhatta and great-grandson of Raimeshwara Bhatta. He is well- 
known for his twelve Mayikhas which are regarded’as authoritative texts 
on Dharmashastra in the South. In fact, he is the founder of the Mayitkha 
School in the South. This very fact makes it clear that he must have been a 
great Mimamsaka also. On Mimamsa, however, we have got only one 
work of his, called Bhattarka or Mimamsanyayasangraha. A manuscript 
of this work is in Dr. Jha’s Library also. He may be placed in the beginning 
of the 17th century. 

SHANKara BuaTTa IT 

Shankara Bhatta II was the son of Nilakantha Bhatta and grandson 
of Shankara Bhatta I. The only contribution by him to this system is 
the Bhattabhaskara, a commentary on the Jaiminiya-siitras. This work 
is also unpublished. He is placed in the beginning of the 17th century. 


Drnakars BuaTya 


Dinakara Bhatta was the son of Ramakrsna Bhatta, the elder brother 
of Shankara Bhatta I. Dinakara’s younger brother was Kamalakara 
Bhatta, the celebrated author of the Nirnayasindhu. He is the author 
of a commentary, called Bhatta-Dinakar?, on the Shastradipika. He was 
a great Dharmashastri and almost all his works are named after him. He 
wrote a comprehensive work on Dharmashastra at the instance of Chatrapati 
Shivaji (1627-1680), which he named Shivadyumanidipihd, after his patron’s 
name, which was left unfinished and which his son Gaga Bhatta completed, 
Hence, he can be placed in the first half of the 17th century. 


NArAyana Panprra 


Narayana Pandita was the son of Vishwanatha Siri and pupil 
of Nilakantha Bhatja. He is the author of the Pistapashumimamnsa 
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both in prose and poetry (vide TAT a ge 2 ceria 
Feat | awifafereagranmadata 9 arfafa:)- is also the 
author of the Meya section of the Manameyodaya, i. ‘he wrote under 
the patronage of king Manaveda of Calicut. In Meya section, however, 
we find that his teachers in Mimarsé were Subrahmanya and Rama. A 
manuscript of his work in the Library, Sanskrit College, Calcutta, is dated 
1822 A.D. Is he also the author of the Bhattanayodyota which is a work 
on Mimamsi-topics? He is placed in the 17th century. 


KamstAkara Auiss Dapu BHaTTa 
One of the greatest writers of the 17th century was Kamalakara Bhatta, 

the celebrated author of the Nirnayasindhu. He was the son of Ramakrsna 
Bhatta who was also a great Mimarnsaka of the Bhatta School (vide 
 wecraremianta: mea = fafaseaft 9 ahiat—Shadra- 
kamalakara). His pet name was Dadu Bhatta. He was a versatile scholar 
and wrote standard works on almost every branch of learning. He was 
a very bold writer. He wrote about 22 works, a list of which he himself 
gives at the end of his Shantiratna in the order in which they were written. 
That he was well versed in both the schools of Mimamsia is clear from hig 
own verse at the end of his commentary on the Kavyaprakasha— 

ae gaara: pfrofrafafe: ofa sa 

waa ITE: IeANHfeaaeaT ATecMeATAaS | 

sma: smaaeta ofa sfaageeratarciag: 

att afeaarea cperaferianeag ser 1 

His works on Mimarhsaé are: 1) Bhdvartha, a commentary on the 

Tantravirttika where his chief object was to criticise Raénaka whom he 
describes as a plagiarist ; 2) Aloka, a commentary on the Shastradipiha : 
and 3) Shastramald, an independent commentary on the Siitras. Hig 
Nirnayasindhu was completed in 1668 Samvat=1612 A.D. So, he is placed 
in the first half of the 17th century. 


Anants BHATTA 

Ananta Bhatta, son of Kamalakara Bhatta and grandson of Ramakrsna 
Bhatta, was also a Mimarhsaka. He wrote a commentary on the Sitrag 
named Nyayarahasya and a Vytti on the Shastramala of his father. This 
Vrtti is called Jyotsna. This was shown to Nilakantha Diksita after it was 
complete. So Pandita Ramaswami Shastri, however, says that it is a brief 
commentary on the Sitras. He is placed in the 17th century as-a junior 
contemporary of Nilakantha Diksita. 
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VISHWESHWARA ALIAS GAGA BHATTA 

Gaga Bhatta was the son of Dinakara Bhatta and grandson of 
Ramakrsna Bhatta. Gagé was the pet name given by his father (vide 
amraee aft sat fewer a1: fagetsatt). He was the leading Mimam- 
svka of his time. He was the protégé of the great Chatrapati Shivaji 
who had appointed him to officiate at his own coronation in 1674 and at 
whose request Gaga had to disturb his ascetic life (vide 
afar agatrrargdre:—Skt. Mss. Cat. Alwar State, No. 117). 

He wrote an independent treatise on Mimamsia-siitras and named 
it Bhdattacintamani of which the Tarkapada section only is published in 
the Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Benares. This is one of the best books 
on the literature. It deals with the philosophical topics from Kumirila’s 
standpoint and discusses the views of Nyaya and Vyakaranaalso. The 
topics discussed are: ATHATATS, Tara, SaaS, Afatare, Afee-Tea, sa, 
aatata, sre, wea, fafataacsarx, aad, ATeaTa, SHIRT, HTH, TATE, and 
a=T4, etc. From the nature of the topics discussed one can understand 
the importance of the work and the great depth of learning of the author. 
He is very bold in all his assertions. He wrote this work for the 


beginners (farqufafadtaart, p. 88). 

He refers to several authors amongst whom the following may be 
mentioned here: Someshwara, Murari Mishra IT, Udayanacarya, Gangesha, 
Shiromani (that is, Raghunath), Paksadhara Mishra, Ratnakoshakara 
and Didhitikara. He quotes the views of his father in several places, Some 
of the noteworthy points from this work are: 

1) There are thirty-one Alaukika-pramanas—six Dharmapra- 
manas, six Dharma-abhedaka, six Dharmangatabodhaka, six Kramabodhaka, 
three atideshas, three Badhapramanas and one Uhapramana (p. 13). 

2) There are seven categories according to him in Mimarhsi— 
substance, qualities, action, universal, inherence, energy (shaktt) and 
negation (p. 22). 

3) In place of the relation of Inherence the Nyaya-Vaishesika, he 
holds the relation of Difference in Identity (Bhedabheda) like Parthasarathi 
Mishra (p. 23). 

4) He does not believe in the Yogajadharmapratydsattt of the 
Naiyayikas (p. 29). 

5) Though mainly he agrees with the processes of Creation and Des- 
truction as held by Nyaya and Vaishesika, yet he denies the necessity of 
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postulating the Divine Desire and Effort for setting the ultimate particles 
into action. He holds that Dharma and Adharma alone will be able to 
produce the vijatiya-action in those particles (p. 46). 


6) He does not believe in the Mahapralaya. 


The next work of his is the Vrtt?, called Kusumaijali a commentary 


on the Jaiminiya-sittras (vide ad quad q afefeagaaat aa, fart FIASAST 
ag 4 gfact afar, p. 88). 


The third work which is of a great historical importance is the Shz- 


* varkodaya which, according to his own statement, was written at the instance 


of Shiva (Shivajz), called Chatrapati of the Bhonsala family, son of Sahu 
(1627—1680). This work is in continuation of the Varttika (Shlokavarttika) 
in verse which the Aryavarya (Kumarila), to the sorrow of all learned men, 
did not live to finish (vide the verses at the end of the Ms. No. 363, Skt, Mss. 
Cat., Alwar State)— 


mer act ea: ae athe — 


He is placed towards the middle of the 17th century. 


Apaprva II 


Apadeva IL was domicile at Benares. He was the son of Anantadeva 
I, grandson of Apadeva I, and great-grandson of Ekanatha who, according 
to Kashinitha, the author of the Dharmasindhu, is the same as the great 
Maharastra saint Ekanatha, which equation Prof. F. Edgerton does not 
believe in. As his son Anantadeva II was a protégé of Baz Bahadur Candra 
(1645—1675), we may place Apadeva II, his father, in the beginning of 
the 17th century. ; 


His works on Mimarhsi are: 1) the Mimamsa Nydya prakasha, 
popularly known as Apadevi. It is a very popular text-book for the be- 
ginners. It has been already said that there is enough influence. Of the 
Arthasangrah of Lauga Ksibhaskara on this work. The book is quite in- 
teresting and helpful for understanding the topics of Mimarhsi. In the 
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first benedictory and the last concluding verses the author bows down to 
Govinda, his upasya deva, which name has been wrongly understood by 
Dr. Keith to be his teacher’s namo (vide Karmamimamsa, p. 13). In fact, 
his teacher was his own father whom also he mentions in the second bene- 
dictor verse. He was the follower of the Bhatta school (vide Fate Aranta: 
aa ofeat aZaeHaT | TeATeNAaiwortisd TifaaeTAe:). 

There have been several editions of this work along with the com- 
mentaries. It has been commented upon by 1) Anantadeva IT, author's 
son, which is called Bhattilankdra. It has been published in the Chowk- 
hamba Sanskrit Series, Benares, and also from Bombay ; 2) by Krsnanatha 
Nyfiyapaficinana, which has been published from Caleutta; and 3) by 
Mm. Cinnaswimi Shistri, which too has been published in the Kashi San- 
skrit Series, Benares, All these commentaries have been written for the 
students, and as such, they are quite useful. Professor F', Edgerton, New 
Haven, America, has translated it into English with copious notes and Indices 
and has edited tho text in Roman Script along with his translation ete. 
His is very usoful edition for critical studies. 


Another work of Apadeva IL is the 
sumarises the adhikaranas of Mimirhsa (x 
IE, 1911). 


Adhikaranacandrika, which 
de Dr. Mittra’s Mss. Cat., Vol. 


ANANTADEVA I AND JIVADEVA 
Anantadeva I, father of Apadeva TI, was undoubtedly a Mimarhsaka 


which is clear from the fact that Apadeva II, according to the edition of 
his Nyayaprakasha (vide 


Prof. Edgerton, refers to the views of his father in ye 
ara: Paragraph 143, although other editions read only 
‘aay’ in its place). 

Anantadeva Il is the son of Apadeva II. He wrote & commentary on 
his father’s Nydyaprakasha, called Bhatgalankara, and also ee independent 
treatise named Phalasaikaryakhandana. His Bhattalankara has been 
criticised by Khandadeva Mishra Anantadeva IL is more known for his 
Smytikaustubha which he wrote at the instance of Boe Bahadur Cendra 
who was his patron. In this Kaustubha he deals oe the ee of 
Mimizhsa as regards the doubtful pots of Dharmashastra. 8 patron 
lived between 1645—1675, Anantadeva IL also can be placed in the middle 


of the 17th century. 
i] of Anantadeva Il. The 


ther and pup 
Khandadeva has 


 Bhatta-Bhaskara. 


Jivadeva was the younger bro 
only work of his on Miméarhsa is th 
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also criticised this work. Jivadeva quotes from the Nirnayasindhu of Ka- 
malakara. He may be placed in the middle of the 17th century. 


KoNDADEV 


Kondadeva was the pupil of Anantadeva IL and the son of Rangoji 
Bhatta. From a verse in the beginning of the Vaiyakaranabhisana we 
learn that he was the nephew of Bhattoji Diksita, the great grammarian 
(videi) <eifrrcegan swsaeea—Tarkadipiha, p.51; ii) weeifrdiPaaad 
Faget aif frea—Bhisana). The only work of hison Mimarhsi known to 
us is the Bhd{tamatapradipika. We is placed in the 17th century. 


Kwanpapeva Misara ALIAS SHRIDHARENDRA 


Khandadeva is an illustrious writer on Piirva-Mimarhsa. He was 
the son of Rudradeva. Panditaraja Jagannatha says in his Rasagangadhara 
that his father Peru Bhatta studied Mirhamsa at Benares under Deva, who 
is the same as Khandadeva, as explained by Nagesha in his commentary 
(vide “eqreqrentiee ETAT aad SifefaH”—@areq’ — A: — 
Nagesha). Panditaraja had Shah Jehan and his son Dara Shikoh as 
his patrons. So Khandadeva must have livedin the middle of the 17th 
‘century. Khandadeva’s pupil was Shambhu Bhatta, who wrote a com- 
mentary, called Prabhavali, on his teacher’s Bhattadipika, wherein he tells 
us that Shridharendra was Khandadeva’s another name and that he 
lived in the Brahmandla muhalla of Benares and died at Benares in ‘aq 
Aafzacafesrafanting (1722 Samvat=1665 A.D.—areat sftaarn® frenrafer: 
aecafrart: | od: arent faqaaraeraraat adtez:. From all these 
it is clear that Khandadeva lived in the middle of the 17th century. 
Khandadeva has criticised the works of Apadeva II and his sons— 
Anantadeva IL and Jivadeva. 


His works are: 1) Mimamsakaustubha which has been published 
from Conjeevaram and Benares. This is perhaps the first work of the 
author. It extends up to the Balabaladhikarana (III. iii.7) only. It is very 
elaborate and its style appears to have been influenced by Navya-Nydya. 
2) Bhattadipika is the magnum opus of Khandadeva. It occupies the same 
place amongst the Sanskritists in the South which the Shdstradipika does 
in the North. It is very popular amongst the Southerners. It is not so 
elaborate as the Kaustubha. It is brief. It has been published several 
times from Asiatic Society of Bengal, Calcutta, in the Mysore Oriental 
Library Series, Nirnayasagara Press, Bombay, and also from Madras. 
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There are several commentaries on this work: i) Prabhavali by Sha- 
mbhu Bhatta, the pupil of Khandadeva and son of Balakrsna. This was 
finished in 1764 Samvat=1707 A.D. It has been published from the Nir- 
nayasigara Press, Bombay ; ii) Bhattakalpataru by Ramashubha Shastri, 
Madras ; iii) Candrodaya by Bhiskara Raya; iv) Bhattacintémani by Vai- 
ceshwara which has been published from Madras ; y) a recent commentary 
by Raigicirya, called the Sutravrtti Saravali, which is also published in 
the Mysore Oriental Library Series. 

His third work is the Bhattarahasya, which discusses the Shabdabodh- 
aprakriyaé according to the Mimizhsakas. Its method of treatment some- 
what resembles the treatment of the Vyutpattivada of Gadadhara Bhattacarya 
It has also been published several times. According to his pupil Shambhu 
Bhatta, Khandadeva did not comment upon the Tarkapada. 


RAsJACUDAMANI Dixsrra ALIAS YAINANARAYANA 

Rajaciidimani was the son of Ratnakheta Shrinivasa Diksita. His 
another name was Yajhanarayana. He lost his parents very early and 
so he was brought up by his brother Ardhanarishwara Diksita. He was 
indeed a genius. In the Prologue of his Natika Kamalinikalahamsa, it is 
said that he wrote it at the age of six only. He was the disciple of Venk- 
ateshwara Diksita. At the instance of his teacher he wrote a commentary 
on the Jaiminiya-siitras and named it Tantrashikhamani, in Shaka 1559, 
that is, 1637 A.D. Another well-known work of his, on the system, is a 
commentary named Karpuravarttika, on the Shastradipika. It is also 
believed that he wrote also a commentary on the Sarkarsakanda, named 
Sankarsanyayamuktavali (vide KE. Hultzsch’s Report, No. IT, Madras Sanskzit 
Mss.). He is placed in the middle of the 17th century. 


¢ VENKATADHVARIN 
Venkatidhvarin was the son of Raghunatha Diksita and Sitamba 
and a contemporary of Nilakantha Diksita, the grandson of Accina Diksita, 
the younger brother of Appayya Diksita, the son of Rangarajadhvarin, 
is works on the system are: the Vidhitrayaparitrana, dealing with the 
three kinds of injunctions (vidh?) and Mimdamisamakaranda. He is placed 
in the middle of the 17th century. 


GopAra Buatta II 


Gopala Bhatta was the son of Manganaitha Bhatta and grandson 
of Krsna Bhatta, who was also a Mimarisaka. Gopala Bhatta’s contribution 
to the system was the Mimamnsavidhibhusana which he wrote in defence of 
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the Varttika of Kumirila against the unfair criticisms of Appayya Diksita 
in the latter’s Vidhirasdyana. He lived in the 17th century. 


RAGHAVENDRA YATI AND RAMAKRSNA DIkSIra 


Raghavendra was the son of Timmana Bhatta and Gopamma, gr- 
andson of Kanakacala Bhatta and great-grandson of Krsna Bhatta. The 
only work of his on Mimarhsi is the Bhdttasangraha, a commentary on the 
Jaiminiyasiitras. He flourished in the middle of the 17th century. 

Ramakrgna Diksita was the son of Dharmarajidhvarindra, the cele- 
brated author of the Vedantaparibhasa and grandson of Venkatanatha. 
He has written Mtmarnsdnydyadarpana on the Jaiminiyasiitras. He is 
placed in the middle of the 17th century. 


SomanArua Dixsira 

Somanatha was the son of Siitra Bhatta and the younger brother 
of Venkatadri Yajvan of the Nittalakula-gotra. He learnt all the branches 
of learning (kalamakhilam) from his own elder brother. He called himself 
‘aaa in the colophon of each of the chapters of his commentary. 
The only work of his is the commentary, called Mayukhamalika on. the 
Shastradipika. It extends from the second Pada of the first chapter to 
the end of the 12th chapter. It is a standard and very popular commentary 
on the Shastradipika. It has been published from the Nirnayasigara Press, 
Bombay. It refers to Bhavanatha and Varadaraja and the Vidhirasayana 
of Appayya amongst several others. He has been himself referred to by 
Shambhu Bhatta in his Prabhivali. From these references we conclude 
that he must have lived somewhere in the middle of the 17th century. 


YAINANARAYANA DIKSITA 

Yajianarayana was the son of Kondabhattiraka, also called Bhat- 
topadhyaya, and Gangimbika, grandson of Yajiesha and Sarvambilka 
and great-grandson of Tirumala Yajvan. His elder brother also was named 
Tirumala Yajvan. He belonged to the Kdshyapa-gotra and Rk-shakhda. 
The only work of his is the commentary on the Shdstradipika called Pra- 
bhamandala. It docs not, exist on the Tarkapada. From the extracts 
found in the Mss. Catalogue it appears to be a good commentary. He is 
also placed in the middle of the 17th century. 


GapApHarRA BHaTTACARYA 


Gadadhara Bhattacarya was a versatile scholar of Bengal. He was 
the son of Jivacarya and a younger contemporary of Jagadisha Bhattacarya, 
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He was the student of Harirama Tarkavagisha of Navadwipa. He was a 
great Naiyayika and has written several standard works on Nyaya. His 
work on Mimarhsi is the Vidhisvarupavicira, which has been published 
from Baroda and Calcutta. He is placed in the middle of the 17th century: 


VaIDYANATHA TATSAT 

Vaidyanatha Tatsat was the son of Rama Bhatia, also known as 
Ramacandra Siiri of the Zatsat family, who was well versed in qe, att 
and yAT. His works on Mimarhsa are: 1) Prabha, a commentary on 
the Shastradipikad, and 2) Nydyabindu, which is an adhikarana-wise short 
commentary on the Jaiminiya-siitras. The Nydyabindu has been published 
from the Gujarati Press, Bombay, along with a very brief Tippant by the 
late Pandita Madanamohana Pathaka, sometime a Professor of the Sanskrit 
College, Benares. He was a follower of Kumirila Bhatia. As regards 
his date we find that he wrote a commentary called Udaharanacandrika 
on the Kavyapradipa in 1740 Samvat [vide faadayfrentfataase? (1740) 
aitas fat | qarernfad art searaiserqeag] , that is, 1683 A.D.which 
helps us to place him towards the end of the 17th century. 


KAvIMANDANA SHAMBHU BuaTT 

He was the son of Balakrsna and the pupil of Khandadeva. He 
lived at Benares. His main work is his commentary on the Bhattadipika 
of his teacher, which he named Prabhdvalt, It is one of the best commen- 
taries. This was written at Benares in 1764 Samvat, that is, 1707 A. D. 
(vide Faiufraghrifrs seat Yl sts Hor eafrarfad Aer aarfear). 
It has been published from the Nirnayasigara Press, Bombay. Another 
work of his is a metrical summary of Mimarhsa, named Purvamimamsa- 
dhikaranasanksepa. In his commentary, he refers to Somanatha Diksita, 
the author of the Mayukhamalika on the Shastradipika. He lived towards 
the end of the 17th century and the beginning of the 18th century. 


MourAri Misura III 


Murari Mishra III was the author of the Angattvanirukti, which has 
been now published in the Anandashrama Sanskrit Series, Poona. This 
treatise discusses the auxiliary nature of the various sacrifices. He says 
in the very beginning of his work that he is a follower of Kumarila. There 
are references to Tantraratna, Shdastradipika, Vidhirasdyana and Bhatfa- 
dipika and also the Mimamsakaustubha of Khandadeva in this treatise, 
There are several passages in it which closely follow the trend of 


pe 
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Khandadeva’s works. He should be distinguished from the author of the 


or the begininning of the 18th century (vide Dr. Umesha Mishra’s article in 
the Proceedings of the Oriental Conference, Lahore). 


BuAskara RAyA auras BHAsuRANANDA DIKsIvTA 

Bhaskara Raya was the second son of Gambhira Raya and Ko nambika. 
Nrsimha Yajvan of Benares was his guru. He was a versatile scholar and 
contributed to almost every branch of learning. He was one of the greatest 
votaries of the Shrividyd, upon which also he wrote several works. His 
works on the Tantrashastra are regarded very authoritative. His commen- 
tary, called Setubandha, on the Nityasodashikarnava Tantra, published in 
the Anandishrama Sanskrit Suries, Poona, was written in Samvat 1789= 
1732 A.D, and his Saubhdgya-Bhaskara, a commentary on the Lalitdsa- 
hasranama, was composed at Benares in 1785 Samvat, that is, 1728 A.D. 


. From these two references it is obvious that Bhaskara Raya lived in the 


first quarter of the 18th centruy. 


His works on Mimirhsa are: 1) Vadakutuhala, dealing with his con- 
troversy on the question of laksana in Matvartha in the words—‘Pashw, 
‘Soma’, etc., in the vidhivakya—‘Somena Yajet’, Pashuna Yajeta, ete. ; 
2) Candrika, also called Bhattadipika, by the author, is a commentary on 
the four chapters of the Sankarsakanda, published from Benares in the 
Pandit, New Series, Vols. XIV-XV ; and 3) Candrodaya, 1 commentary on 
the Bhattadipika of Khandadeva. 


VAsupEva DIxsira 

Vasudeva was the son of Mahadeva Vajapeyin and Annapirné, He 
was the Adhvaryu—priest in the Sacrifices performed by Ananda Raya, 
the Minister of the Mahratha kings of Tanjore—Sarabhoji and Tukkoji 
Bhonsale about 1711 and 1735. So he may be placed in the first half oy 
the 18th century. 

His only work on Mimirhsa is the Adhvara-~-Mimamsa-Kutuhalavyttt, 
which has been partly edited by Mm. 8. Kuppuswimi Shastri from the 
Vanivilasa Press, Madras. It is an elaborate commentary on the J aiminiya- 
sitras. 


VAIDYANATHA PAYAGUNDA 


Vaidyanitha Bhatta, popularly known as Balambhatta, was the 
son of Mahadeva Bhatta and Veni. He was the pupil of the famous gra- 
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mmarian— Nagesha Bhatta. He has written standard works on Vyakarana 
and Dharmashastra. His only work on Mimarnsa is the Pistapashunirnaya. 
His patroness was one Laksmi Devi of Mithila, though he himself lived 
at Benares. As his teacher, Nigesha, lived in 1714 A.D. when the latter 
was invited by Shri Savai Jayasimha Varman, ruler of Jaipur, we may 
place Vaidyanitha also in the middle of the 18th century. 


RAMANUJACARYA 
Rimanujicirya was a Mimirhsaka who wrote on both the schools 
of Mimirhsi. He wrote the Tantrarahasya on the Prabhakara School 
which deals with the Manas and the Meyas. It has been published in the 
Gackwad’s Sanskrit Series, Baroda. Tt is very simple and lucid in its style. 
He wrote on the Bhatta school a commentary, called Nayakaratna also 
called Nydyaratna, on the Nydyaratnamala of Parthasarathi Mishra. He 
lived on the banks of the Godavari; and as he refers to Khandadeva in 
his work, he may be placed in the 18th century. 


NARAYANA TIRTHA 

From the colophon of the first chapter of his Bhatfaparibhasa (zft 
freamoghaguifaafaxtaa aeaTaTaa TaHAtseava:—p. 18), it is clear that 
he was the son of Nilakantha Siri of Benares and that his name during 
the Grhasthashrama was Govinda Shastri. He was initiated into the Sa- 
nnyasdshrama by Shivarama Tirtha, and was named Narayana Tirtha. 
(vide wrafoaradtdfrent afarrodtdarraa: 1 sraeteferrfat aTearoT- 
wad wgqasaaeat: End of the Bhditabhasaprakasha, p. 61). He was 
a versatile scholar (vide sftareraodtatat qearetraretqary—colophon of 
the Laghucandrika by Brahmananda) and wrote mainly on Vedanta. His 
only work on Mimiarhsa is the Bhattaparibhasa which was composed at 
Banaras and which has been published in the Chowkhamba Sanskrit 
Series, Banaras. It is a good summary of all the twelve chapters of 
Mimarhsa. It is also clear from the text that the work was under-taken 
before he became a Sannyasin. Perhaps, Vasudeva Tirtha was his teacher 
in Vedanta. (vide arqtaditratrerstarcanitifadtaa frarairgey- 
zareat). Narayana Tirtha has commented upon the Siddhantabindu of 
Madhusiidana Sarasvati who must have lived after the middle of the 17th 
century, and so the former may be placed in the beginning of the 18th 


century. 
BRAHMANANDA Saraswati 


He is more often called Gauda—Brahmananda. He was the pupil 
of Narayana Tirtha (vide—i) sftarrordtata qert aeegay colophon 
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of his commentary on the Siddhantabindu: ii) atarcrrdratat weet 
axmedfat:—the beginning verse of his commentary on the Advaitasiddhi). 
His another teacher was Paraminanda Saraswati (vide wa #ftrom- 
areal ferret —colophon of both the Nydyaratndvali and 
Laghucandrika). Like his teacher he was also a great Sannydsin 
living at Benares. He seems to have been a Bengali before entering into 
this Ashrama. He was a versatile scholar and wrote several standard works 
on Vedanta, of which the Laghucandrika on the Advaitasiddhi and the Nya 
yaratndvali, on the Siddhantabindu of Madhusiidana Saraswati are well 
known works. His only work on Mimarasi is the Mimamsdcandrikd, a 
commentary on the Jaiminiyasiitras. Like his teacher he also might have 
been a follower of the Bhatta school; and in fact, ‘@aart x weta 
has been the considered opinion of the Advaitins even including the great 
Shankaracdrya. He lived in the first quarter of the 18th century. 


RAGHAVANANDA SARASWATI 


Raghavananda, also known as Raghavendra Saraswati, was another 
great Sannyasin who also contributed to the system of Mimimsi. His 
works are: 1) Mimamsdasitradidhiti, also known. as the Nydyalilavati, which 
is a commentary on the Jaiminiyasiitras; and 2) the Mimamsdastavaka. 
We do not know exactly when he lived. For the time being, I place him 
in the 18th century. 


BALAKRSNANANDA ALIAS BALAKRSNENDRA SARASWATI 


He was the pupil of Raghavendra Saraswati. Ho is distinct from 
the author of the Siddhhasiddhanjana published in the Trivandrum Sanskrit 


Series, for the latter’s teacher was Vasudeva Yatindra. His work on Mi- 


mansa is the Nydydmoda (vide Mss. Cat. Tanjore Library). He is placed 


in the 18th century. 


UTTAMASHLOKA TirrH 


He is the celebrated author of a commentary, called Laghunydyasudha 
on the Laghuvarttika of Kumirila, which is perhaps the same as the.Tuptika. 
He lived at Benares (vide faraaacifeart Parafeasereregtcat | waraaeteaditatat 
aoiteafrat egeq). He may be placed in the 18th century. 


KRSNA YAJVAN | 


Krsna Yajvan was the celebrated author of the Mimémsaparibhasa, 
an elementary primer which gives in short the entire contents of Mimarhsa. 
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It is a well read book and has been published several times from several 
places. Bhagavaticarana Smrtitirtha of Calcutta wrote very brief notes 
on the important points of the book. It has also been published from 
Calcutta. 

RAMESHWARA 


Rimeshwara was the son of Subrahmanya. He lived at Benares 
and wrote a Vrtti, called Viha@ravap7, on the Mimarhsisiitras in 1763 Shaka, 
that is, 1841 A.D. He should be identified with the author of the Arth- 
asangraha-Kaumudi, a commentary on the Arthasangraha of Bhiskara. 
So, he was the pupil of Sadashivendra Saraswati and grand-pupil of Go- 
palendra Saraswati. The Vapi was written as an introduction to the work 
of Madhava Sarvajfia (vide i) sfravaaqasit Ataiafedt TAHT | 
waren fret arvaraeat fager Feat: | RATE aTTMaeTIAaieyT SY Wag 
fag) wd ora: wear qd: sca yer) Ware saeia anit 
<fagaTca—Beginning verses of the Vikdravapt: ii) at wR fafawqa- 
ARIA TS THefaarar sfear | Aare Taoawcracaedad Brafearar 
faaet—Concluding verse of his Kaumudi). He lived in the middle of 
the 19th century. 


It appears that there lived at Benares a Pandita, named Shitikantha, 
who wrote a commentary (vrtt?), called Subodhinz, on the Jaiminiya-siitras 
which was published in the Pandit. This author, later on, became a Daydi- 
Sannydst and became popular as Rameshwara. The late Babu Govind 
Das of Benares says in a note that “he is the author of the aetredtet 
also. (He) was a Sannyédsi (zest) and lived in the Matha just beyond my 


garden in which my tutor Pandit Hari Shastri Manekar spent the later 
portion of his life. Shitikantha was probably his gafat7 name while Rames- 


hwara was his later name”, Now, this Subodhini was written at Benares 
in 1761 Shaka, that is, 1839 A.D. (vide eqrdfeentfad atfearearasfarrat 1 
weeafrarsa fadtarat <at fafr | caer: gaafa fraiara aarafa 1 
aagnifarrad aeistrrarrary—Concluding verses). Again, the author 
says at the end of the 10th chapter that the book was complete in 1758 
Shaka, that is 1836 A.D. (vide aearnfzyars yeat yt faa cat)  <Padt 
aerenl faetaraeistita:). So, he says at the end of the 11th chapter 
also. From the dates and their place of residence, it appears that the author 
of the Vehdravapi is the same as the author of the Subodhint. This Vrtti 
is indeed very good and quite easy. He had studied the Shastra under 
his father (vide faqet aapa feta AA—concluding verse). 


| 
| 
| 
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Coming to the twentieth century we find that there have been several 
scholars who have devoted their energy and time to the study of Piirva- 
Mimarsa. Although there is very little encouragement for the study of our 
Shastras, thes days, yet for the sake of learning only even such branches 
of our Shastra, as the Piirva-Mirnimsi, are being studied unhampered. It 
will not be out of place to mention that it was due to the fresh impetus given 
to its study by the late Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. Sir Ganginatha Jha in 
the North and Mm. Pandita S$. Kuppuswimi Shastri in the South that 
the study of Mimathsa is still found in flourishing condition. There are 
several good Mimarhsakas living, but they have not written, so far as it is 
known to me, any work on it and so I will confine myself to only such Pan- 

ditas who have written something on the system. 


ManAmsanopApuyAya GaANGANATHA JHA 


Pandita Ganganatha Jha was born on September 25, 1871, in a village, 
called Gandhavari in the District of Darbhanga, in Mithila. He was the 
third son of Pandita Tirthanatha Jha and Ramakishi Devi. He was a 
versatile scholar and had studied almost all the branches of the Shastra 
under the expert guidance of his teachers, amongst whom the names of 
Mahamahopadhyayas Jayadeva Mishra, Citradhara Mishra (vide #fifaataz 
faster HATA: | Aa AR A RT WaTt:—Beginning verses of 
his Mimarhsi-Mandana), Shivakumara Mishra and Gangadhara Shastri 
deserve mention. He came to Benares, and studied there for several years. 
He studied the Shastra both on the orthodox and the Modern critical lines. 


He was the head of several Institutions, He was a Professor of Sanskrit 
in the old Muir Central College, Allahabad, then the Principal of the Go- 
vernment Sanskrit College, Benares, and then the Vice-Chancellor of the 
Reorganised Allahabad University for over nine years. Though engaged 
in all these multifarious duties he was able to write more than fifty works 
on different subjects and in different languages. He was indeed a versatile 
scholar. 


Regarding his contribution to Mimarhsi we may say without any 
hesitation that he occupied the same position in the country which the 
great Kumarila had occupied in his own days. Pandita Ganganatha Jha 
not only translated the two main Varitikas of Kumirila and the Bhisya 
of Shabara into English but, in fact, he was responsible for the revival of 
its study in Northern India. He himself studied it under the late Mm. 
Pandita Citradhara Mishra, a great Mimarhsaka of the time (vide...qaeTaT | 
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sifaaacfaaed diatarnxgeat:) and encouraged its study wherever he 
went in several ways. He was the first scholar to write a thesis on the 
Prabhakara School of Purva-Mimamsa, for which the University of Allahabad 
conferred upon him its highest degree—the Doctor of Letters—in 1909. 
This was summarised by him into Sanskrit. Then he has translated the 
Shlokavarttika and the Lantravarttika of Kumirila for the Bibliotheca Indica 
Series and the Bhasya of Shabara for the Gaekwad’s Sanskrit Series into 
English and has written a very comprehensive work named Purva-Mimamsa 
in Its Sources to which this writer has the honour to add this critical Bi- 
bliography as an Appendix. In Sanskrit he has written a very easy and 
lucid commentary called Mimamsamandana on the Mimamsanukramanika 
of Mandana Mishra. Besides, he has edited several works on Mimamsa. 
He lived at Allahabad for over forty years and, to the sorrow of all, left 
his physical body on the 9th of November, 1941, on the banks of the Z'rivent 
at Praydga like the great Kumirila Bhatta. 


PaNnprra SupDARSHANACARYA 


Sudarshanicirya belonged to the Punjab (qeaacrst gestae etc.— 
vide the colophon of his Prakdasha). He was follower of the Ramanuja 
School. He lived at Allahabad and studied under the late Mm. Gangadhara 
Shastri, C.I.E., Professor of the Sanskrit College, Benares. He wrote on 
Nyaya and Vedanta also. His work on Mimarhsa is the Prakasha, a com- 
mentary on the Tarkapdda of the Shastradipika which he wrote at Benares 
in 1964 Samat, that is, 1907 A.D. Shrinivasicarya Deshika was his Diksa- 
guru (vide the concluding verses of his Prakasha). This has been published 
from the Vidyavilas Press, Benares. 


KrsnawAtna NyAvapaNcANANAa 


Kyrsnanatha was the son of Keshava and Kamala. He lived in a 
village, named Pirvasthali, on the bank of the Bhagirathi, near Navadvipa. 
He was a very good scholar and wrote easy commentaries on several im- 
portant and useful works. On Mimarnsa, he wrote a commentary on the 
Arthasangraha and also on the Nyayaprakasha of Apadeva, called the Ar- 
thadarshani. His commentaries are Very useful for the beginners. Both 
of these have been published from Calcutta. His commentary on the Nya- 
yaprakasha was completed in 1821 Shaka, that is, 1899 A.D. (vide wafgag- 
arret ae chafed fate.) aedqeeqeaat atte quis sTaT—concluding verse 
ue his Arthadarshani). 
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ManAMAHOPADHYAYA A. CINNASWAMI SHAstTRI 


Pandita Cinnaswimi Shastri comes from the South and is a teacher 
in the Oriental College, Benares Hindu University. He is a specialist in 
Mimarhsa in the University. He is one of the students of Mm. Kuppuswimi 
Shastri of Madras. He has written a commentary on the Nydyaprakasha, 
called Sdravivecani, which has been published in the Kashi Sanskrit Series. 
Tt is quite good for the beginners, He has also edited the Tarkapada of 
the Brhati along with the Rjwimala for the Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, 
Benares. 

VAmANA SHAsrri KINsAWADEKARA 

Pandita Vamana Shastri was a very enthusiastic worker in the field 
of Pirva-Mimirhsi. He lived at Poona and had founded an Institution 
for the publication of Mimarhsa works. He had begun to publish an old 
commentary on the Prakaranapiincika, but unfortunately, he died soon. 
His Pashvilambhana-mimamsa is the only work on Mimirnsi which has 
been published in the Anandishrama Sanskrit Series. 

ManAmanopApuyAyva §, KurpuswAml SHASTRI ~ 

Pandita Kuppuswimi Shastri is a nucleus for the study of Pitirva- 
Mimarsa in the South. He has taught and produced several scholars in 
Mimarhsa. Mahamahopadhyadyas Anantakrsna Shastri of Caleutta, Cin- 
naswami Shastri of Benares University, Dr. T. R. Cintamani of Madras are 
some of his well-known students. He has written several papers on the 
system, mostly on the Prabhalara School (vide Proceedings of the Oriental 
Conferences at Calcutta and Allahabad). Besides, his big Introduction to 
his edition of the Brahmasiddhi by Mandana Mishra throws much light on 
his views about certain historical aspects of Mimarhsi. He was for many 
years a Professor of Sanskrit at the Presidency College, Madras, and is 
now a retired I. B.S, He has worked in several capacities in several 
Institutions too. 

ManAmAnorpADHyAYA Pannpira GorinArua KavirAgsa 


He is indeed the greatest scholar of Indian Philosophy in all its aspects. 
He is perhaps the only scholar who has gone into the depth of Philosophical 
problems of India and has got his own experience in the subject. In him 
alone, we have got the most desired combination of the Hast and the West. 
Although he is so great a scholar, yet he has not been able to write much 
on Indian thought. But whatever he has written is enough to show his 
great learning and complete mastery over the subject: His contributions 
to Mimarnsa are: 1) Introduction to Dr. Jha’s English translation of the 


Dr. A. B. Keith pen Gi? 


Tantravirttika, and 2) Short descriptive catalogue of the Mimarhsi Manus- 
cripts preserved in the Government Sanskrit College Library, Benares. 
He is a retired Principal of the Benares Sanskrit College. 


ManAmaAnopADHYAYA P. V, Kane 

It is needless to say how intimately the rules of Hindu Law are co- 
nnected with the principles of the Piirva-Mimarsa. Almost all who have 
written on Dharmashastra must have been a good Mimarzhsaka also. This 
is true of the orthodox Panditas also. Mr. Kane is one of those scholars 
who being a great Dharmashastri is also a good Mimarsaka. His three 
volumes of the History of the Dharmashastra give us enough proof as to 
the depth of his knowledge of the principles of Pirva-Mimarhsi. Besides, 
his small, though very interesting, booklet on Mimazasa is quite good for 
the beginners. It gives us, in brief, the gist of the contents of Pirva- 
Mimimsi. He is a practising advocate of Bombay. 


Panpira PasnupaTiInATHA SHASTRI 


Pandita Pashupatinatha Bhatticarya was a Bengali scholar. He was a 
lecturer on Mimirhsa at the University of Calcutta. Unfortunately, he died 
before he could produce more work on the subject. The only work of his - 
on Mimarhsa is his Introduction to the Parva-Mimamsa, which he published 
in 1923. It is a quite interesting book. In brief he discusses therein certain 
main topics of Mimérnsa very clearly. He refutes some of the views held 
by Pandita 8. Kuppuswimi Shastri regarding the priority of Kumiarila 
to Prabhakara. The book is good for the beginners. 


Dr. T. R. CrvrAmManti 


He is one of the favourite students of Pandita .Kuppuswami Shastr. 
He is the Senior Lecturer of Sanskrit at the University of Madras. He 
has written a thesis on the History of Mimazhsa for which he was awarded the 
degree of ‘Doctor of Philosophy’ by the University of Madras. The thesis 
is not yet published though a certain portion of it has appeared in the Ori- 
ental Research Journal from Madras. He has also written several papers 
on different authors of Mimarsa, which have appeared from time to time 
in the Oriental Research Journal, Madras. 

Dr. A. B. Kerra 


Dr. Keith is a versatile scholar of the West. He has written almost 
on every school of thought. It is not proper for us to expect much original 
contribution from Dr. Keith. But from whatever he has done for Indian 
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Philosophy and Literature we can know of his keen interest and devoted 
scholarship. He is a Professor of Sanskrit in the University of Edinburgh. 
His contribution to Mimazhsi is a volume on Karma-Mimaimsa which 
was published in the Heritage of India Series in 1921. In about 107 pages 
he has tried to give us an idea of the contents of Mimarnsi. 


Cou. G. A. Jacos 

Col. Jacob, an officer in the army, was one of those Englishmen who 
had real love for Indian thought and have contributed to it even though 
engaged in non-scholarly field. He made a very good Index to Shabara’s 
Bhasya, which has been published in the Saraswati-bhavana Studies, Benares 
(Vols. 2—6). It is a laboured work. The author has traced several re- 
ferences to other older authorities and given explanations of several terms 
in easy language. His Laukikanydyamjali is a proof of his varied interest 
and width of scholarship. He died after 1911. 

Of the scholars who have written History of Indian Philosophy, which 
includes a chapter on Mimarhsa, we may mention the names of Dr. Sir 
8. Radhakrishnan, Vice-Chancellor of the Banaras Hindu University, 
Dr. S. N. Das Gupta, the Ex-Principal of the Calcutta Sanskrit College, 


‘and Professor Hiriyanna of Mysore. Their treatment, particularly that 


of Sir §. Radhakrishnan, is lucid and interesting. For the English knowing 
public the treatment of Sir S. Radhakrishnan is much more useful. 

Besides these, several essays and articles dealing with the principles 
of Pirva-Mimarnsa have been written though in different context from 
time to time. Some are mentioned here for reference—Colebrooke’s Essay 
on the Mimarhsi, Hindu Law by Dr. J. N. Bhattacharya, Hindu Law by 
Mr. V. N. Mandalika, and Mimazsa Rules of Interpretation by Mr. Kishorilal 
Sarkar. 
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